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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy to the vacant 
seat in the Court of Appeal adds another to the list of the Lord 
Chancellor’s efforts for the public good. It is true that the new 
Lord Justice will hardly take the position which might have 
been taken by his predecessor, Lord Justice Riesy, but for his 
unfortunate accident and the resulting failure of power; but 
few men could do that. The chief characteristic of Justice 
Riesy, both at the bar and in Parliament and on the bench, 
was a sturdy and uncompromising self-reliance, which was 
based on encyclopedic knowledge and'clear grasp of principle, 
and yielded to no opposition and scorned all compromise. At 
the bar, Lord Justice Cozzns-Harpy’s reputation rather tended 
in the other direction. With hardly less knowledge, he was 
distinctly -_ with a a oad the eng of his 
own case, and with so e for arguing ts 
that he would mete ele away a good one, or x pn 


rate take refuge in a compromise. It was this phase of his 
character which made but a politician of him, and raised 
some doubts whether he would make a Se But the 


responsibility of sitting alone on the has produced 
excellent results ; has put backbone into Rng and made him an 
admirable judge. "It is sincerel ly to be hoped that this development 
will not be checked in the Court of Appeal, but he has now “ to 
perch three on a roost,” and it is easy in that case to concur 
with stronger wills. He will, however, doubtless remember 
a suitors are entitled to the “judgment,” in every sense, of 

hmm By the way, we fear that the new Lord Justice 
will ave to drop another characteristic, interesting and 
effective, but inarticulate—namely, his ive od of 
dealing with the arguments of pone sD by means of his eyebrows 
ins of his tongue. This will not be intelligible to his 
colleagues unless they are supplied with mirrors at suitable 
angles. We look forward with confidence to his career on the 
bench of the Court of Appeal. 





Mr. Swinren Eanpy, K.C., has earned his promotion to the 
bench by somewhat the same qualities as Sir Joux Rresy 
—wide knowledge, painstaking industry, and fearless and 
uncompromising advocacy. No one at the Chancery bar has 





advanced in the same way since he took silk, and rose first to 
lead Mr. Justice Noxrn’s court, and afterwards to be a ‘‘special” 
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in universal demand in the Chancery Division. But he is ofa 
different type from Sir Jouy, and lacks the breadth of view and 
the underlying geniality which came to the latter from a 
successful career in the House of Commons and as Attorney- 
General. No weak points in a case have troubled Mr. Eapy’s 
legal conscience; no technicalities have been beneath him; no 
browbeating has had terrors forhim; no number of hours, or 
even days, has been too great for his arguments. His motto 
might well have been ‘‘ My client, right or wrong.” Hence the 
enormous demand for his services in a division where that type 
of advocacy is comparatively rare. He has appeared to be 
absorbed in his work, with no time and few interests outside it, 
beyond the tribute which the profession pays to politics in the 
support of one of the parties. Such men are dark horses in 
their start on the bench. They may turn out to be technical, 
negligent of principle, and slaves of practice, or they may use 
their vast store of experience in the light of a new positioa to 
round upon all these defects in a manner all the mora effective 
for their knowledge of the ropes. In the latter case they 
generally make great judges, and we trust that Mr. Justice 
Swixren Eapy will fall into this class. Appointments might 
have been made more popular at the bar, but that is not a 
universal test. 





Tue Lorp Chief Justice has announced in court that the 
judges of the King’s Bench Division have been considering in 
what way they can provide for continuous sittings to carry on 
each particular class of business. One plan which is to be 
adopted is to constitute a Divisiona! Court of three judges the 
personnel of which is not to be changed for the sittings or 
longer, and which is to be available whenever its services are 
required. But the cautious proviso is introduced, that the 
arrangement must depend on the other calls upon the time of 
the judges for circuits, nisi prius work, and soon. It may be 
remembered that under the judges’ resolutions of 1894 the 
continuous sitting of at least three courts of wisi prius was 
put forward as the primary requirement, and the continuous 
sitting of a Divisional Court was said to be of secondary 
i . We are not atall sure that the enlargement of such 
a court from two to three judges is called for by any practical 
consideration, and it will have the effect of withdrawing one 
judge from nisi prius work. The proposal seems to be an echo 
of the Supreme Court of Judicature (Appeals) Bill of last 
Session under which a Divisional Court of three judges was to 
be invested with special power, and appeals in matters of practice 
were to go to the High Court. But the Bill did not pass, 
practice appeals still go to the Court of Appeal, and Divisional 
Courts still have only such work as was left them by Sir Rosert 
Frstay’s Act. Experience, however, will shew what is the class 
of business which in the opinion of the judges of the King’s 
Bench Division calls for a stronger Divisional Court. For 
any plan which ensures the continuous sitting and unchanged 
personnel of the court we have nothing but praise. 





_ Sm Feascis Jzevusz gave judgment, just before the Vacation, 
in the case of Bishop v. Bishop, upon an application asking that 
the wife should give particulars of two paragraphs in her 
petition. These paragraphs charged the husband with using 
i i language to her in the presence of servants 
guests, with the object of humiliating and degrading 
The registrar had made an order for particulars, 
ing the names of the servants and guests specifically 
to. The question was whether this order, so far as it 
@ party to the proceedings to disclose the names of 
Witnesses, could be supported ; and the learned judge, in giving 
his decision, found it necessary to consider the practice at 
common law with regard to particulars. The history of this 
practice is curicus. 
pleading established 
Spasy ictal to state his case as much as possible in general 
terms and to avoid particulars. The common money counts were 
a good example of these general statements. These counts, 
sanctioned by the courts, were quite inconsistent with 

the of pleading, which was that the defendant should 
have tient information to enable him to understand the 


IF sk 


the courts of common law impelled 


nature of the case to be set up against him, and to prevent 
him from being taken by surprise. The courts, therefore, 
in the exercise of an equitable jurisdiction, compelled 
the plaintiff to give particulars under the money counts, 
so that practically the same result was achieved as if the 
plaintiff had been compelled to state these particulars in 
his pleading. As time went on, this remedy was extended to 
all cases where the cause of action was not fully and sp3cific- 
ally disclosed in the declaration, or wherever it appeared 
necessary for the furtherance of justice that the defendant 
should have more specific info rmation. 





Bout Even after the Judicature Acts came into operation, the 
judges held that, though the defendaut had a right to know the 
nature of the claim which he had to defend, he could not be 
allowed to ask for particulars of the evidenca to be brought 
against him. As was said by Jzsszt, M.R, in Benbow v. Low 
(16 Ch. D. 95): “If you give one side the opportunity of 
knowing the particulars of the evidence that is to be brought 
against him, you give @ rogue an enormous advantage. He 
may then be able, although he has no evidence in support of his 
own case, to shape his case and his evidence altogether in 
such a way as to defeat entirely the ends of justice.” 
This practice may be contrasted with that which has prevailed 
in criminal procedure at any rate since Jervis’s Act, where it is 
thought essential that the accused person (who is often a rogue) 
should have a copy of the evidence to be used against him on 
his trial. But in actions for slander, where publication to others 
is an essential part of the cause of action, the courts were asked 
to make an exception to their rule and to order that the defendant 
should have particulars of the names of the persons to whom the 
slander was alleged to have been uttered. The courts app ar 
to have had at first some difficulty in acceding to the applica- 
tion; but in Roselle v. Buchanan (16 Q. B. D. 656) a Divisional 
Court made an order for the delivery of these particulars upon 
hearing that it was the uniform modern practice in chambers 
to require them to be given. Sir Francis Jeune, having 
in Bishop v. Bishop considered the practice at common law, came 
to the conclusion that the test was whether the names of the 
persons sought to be disclosed were essential to the plaintiff’s 
or petitioner’s case and part of the gist of the case. No one 
was bound primd facie to disclose the names of witnesses, for 
the obvious reason that people might tamper with them, but 
everything material to the case intended to be set up must be 
stated. The words in Bishop v. Bishop were alleged to have 
been spoken in the presence of servants with the object of 
humiliating and degrading the petitioner, and the names of 
the servants formed a distinct element in considering the nature 
of the language used and its effect in regard to the petitioner. 
In the result, the particulars were ordered to be given. The 
reasoning of the learned judge seems to be in accordance with 
logic and common sense. 





Ix rue petition of Mr. Marais for leave to appeal 
against the decision of the Supreme Court of Oape Oolony 
refusing to liberate him from military control, the Judicial 
Committee have taken the sumewhat dangerous step of 
giving their decision first and postponing the statement 
of their reasons till a subsequent date. It is rare for 
a lawyer to be able with confidence to state the result at which 
he arrives until he has put into definite shape the reasons which 
lead to this result. Under the circumstances it is safer to 
abstain from any detailed comment until the written judgmeat 





he harsh aud rigid rules of the system of | 


has been delivered, but it may be pointed out that, as applied to 
| civilians, martial law is rather the negation of law than in itself an 
| independent system, and there can be no doubt that it should be 
conficed within the narrowest possible limits, “ I do not think,” 
says Sir James Sreruzy (History of the Oriminal Law, Vol. I., 
». 214), “ that it is possible to distinguish martial law. ' 
hes the common law duty which is incumbent on every man, 
and especially on every magistrate, to use any degree of physical 
force that may be required for the suppression of a violent 
insurrection, and which is incumbent as well on soldiers as on 
civilians, the soldiers retaiaing during such service their special 
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military obligations.” But there is strong reason for supposing 
that acts done in pursuance of such duty can only be afterwards 


justified if they were done in the course of actual warfare or o 


actual suppression of rebellion, and that the necessity which is 
their justification ceases so soon as the civil courts are available. 
Lord Campsett and Lord Cranworrs, in their opinion given in 
1838 as law officers with reference to the rebellion in Canada 
(Forsyth’s Cases and Opinions on Constitutional Law, p. 198), 
pointed out that the question how far martial law superseded 
The existence of 
ordinary tribunals forbade any justification of acts done in the 
“ Martial law,” they said, “is 
stated by Lord Hatz to be in truth no law, but something 
rather indulged than allowed as a law, and it can only be toler- 
ated because, by reason of open rebellion, the enforcing of any 
other law has become impossible. It cannot be said in strictness 
to supersede the ordinary tribunals, inasmuch as it only exists 
by reason of those tribunals having been already superseded.” 
Doubtless the reasons for the decision of the Judicial Com- 
mittee when they are given will shew how the present case, 
in which it would seem the civil courts were readily available, is 


the ordinary tribunals could never arise. 


alleged exercise of martial law. 


to be distinguished. 





In Two cases under the Workmen’s Compensation Act this 
week the Oourt of Appeal had to apply the decision 
of the House of Lords in Lysons v. Andrew Knowles § Sons 
(Limited) (1901, A. ©. 79) in circumstances of some diffi- 
culty. The House of Lords held (contrary to the view 
previously taken by the Court of Appeal) that, notwithstanding 
the provisions in the schedule to the Act for ascertaining the 
compensation by reference to the ‘‘ average weekly earnings ” 
of the injured workman, the right to compensation is not 
restricted to cases of employment for two weeks at least or for 
weekly wages, but extends to employment for one or 
more days. In Ayres v. Buckeridge the  arrange- 
ment with the workman was that he should be 
employed at so much an hour for five hours on Satur- 
day and eleven hours on other days (making sixty hours 
per week), and should be liable to dismissal at an hour’s notice. 
He was, in fact, employed for four days of eleven hours each up 
to the time when he met with a fatal accident. The county 
court judge assessed compensation to his widow on the basis of 
the amount which he would have earned at the agreed rate per 
hour if he had been employed for three years (the limit 
specified in the Act) for sixty hours per week. In Wheale v. 
Rhymney Iron Co, there was no regular contract of employment, 
but the workman was employed from Wednesday in one week 
until the following Wednesday, when he received injuries from 
an accident arising in the course of his employment, and he was 
aid so much a day for the days on which he was so employed. 
he county court judge took his average weekly earnings to 

be six times the amount of his daily wage, and awarded him 
(according to the schedule) a weekly allowance during his 
incapacity amounting to half his average earnings so arrived at. 
In both cases the Court of Appeal confirmed the award, 
They held that, under the decision of the House of Lords, the 
average weekly earnings were to be arrived at by calculating 
what the workman would have received per week had he 
worked at the agreed daily wage for at least two weeks. The 
scheme of the Act is to compensate the workman for the loss 
of what he would have received had he continued to work 
for the same employer on the same terms; and the fact that in 
the second case the workman had worked during parts of two 
calendar weeks did not, in the opinion of the court, operate to 
restrict his average weekly erm to half the sum actually 
earned during the two separate calendar weeks. The difficulty 
arose from the loose use of the word “‘ average ”’ in the schedule ; 
but the effect of the decision in Zysons v. Andrew Knowles 
§ Sons (Limited) is practically to eliminate that word in cases in 
which the employment has not continued for fourteen days. 


Tue case of Eiliot v. Pilcher (1901, 2 K, B, 817) raised a 
question under the Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, which has 
deoasioned considerable difference of judicial opinion, Under 


mitted an act which constitutes an ecclesiastical 
he may be prosecuted for that offence in the consistory court, 
and a certificate of the conviction is conclusive proof in that 
court that he has committed the act. The bishop has then dis- 
cretion as to the punishment, which may amount to d 

In both these cases, then, no actual trial 

a clergyman is charged with an ecclesiastical offence not amount- 


adulteration if the defendant proves (inter alia) that he had 
purchased the article in question “as the same in nature, 
f | substance, and quality as that demanded of him by the prose- 

cutor and with a written warranty to that effect.” A retail vendor 
often takes his goods from the producer or wholesale dealer . 
under a contract providing for a regular supply for a certain 
period, and containing a written warranty with respect 
to the whole of the goods to be supplied during that period. 
The question, which has been differently answered by different 
judges, is whether such a warranty is a defence under section 
25 where the other conditions of that section are satisfied and 
where the retail vendor is —_— with selling in an 
adulterated condition a portion of the goods supplied under 
the contract. In Harris v. May (12 Q. B. D. 97) the 
question came before Lord Coreniner, C.J., and Maruew, J. 
The defendant sold to a retail customer milk (found to be adal- 
terated) which had been supplied to him under a written 
contract to deliver to him a certain quantity of new and pure 
milk daily for six months; but the court held that the section 
required a specific written warranty in respect of the particular 
article sold, and that this requirement was not satisfied by 
the warranty relating to the milk to be supplied during 
the period of the contract. In Latdlaw v. Wilson (1894, 
1 Q. B. 74) a written contract was made in December for 
delivery to end of January of a quantity of pure lard; Cuarues 
and Wricut, JJ., held that this warranty was a sufficient defence 
under the statute where es had been taken in respect 
of the sale of a portion of the supplied under the contract, 
and found to be adulterated. The learned judges appear to 
have considered that Harris v. May was decided on the 
ground that the milk sold in that case was not shewn to 
have been delivered under the contract, but the judg- 
ment of Lord Oorermer, O.J., hardly bears out this 
interpretation. The facts in Robertson v. Harris (1900, 
2 Q. B. 117) were identical with those in Harris v. May, and 
Riptey and Darure, JJ., held that the agreement for the supply 
of pure milk for a period was not a defence under the section, 
Rivrey, J., relying in his judgment on the fact that there was 
nothing in writing to shew that the warranty contained in 
the general agreement related to the specific quantity 
of milk sold. In Elliot v. Pilcher, upon practically identical 
facts, Bicuam and Rurpwey, JJ., held that the written 
agreement was a sufficient warranty as to the milk 
sold. Bicuam J., admitted that Harris v. May and Laidlaw v. 
Wilson were irreconcileable, and declined to follow the former 
decision or that in Robertson v. Harris, and Riotey, J., though 
apparently not admitting that Robertson v. Harris was wrongly 
decided, concurred, and held that it was not necessary that there 
should be evidence in writing to connect the warranty with the 
particular consignment. This view appears to be right ; the 
language of the statute does not require to be construed so as to 
impose upon a retail dealer the necessity of obtaining a written 
guarantee with each article sold under a general warranty. It 
would have been still more satisfactory Daaguine, J., as well 
Rivtey, J., been a party to this decision. 





Tue recent trial under the Cl Discipline Act, 1892, 
which extended over several days, was brought to a i 

this week, and resulted in a conviction. Trials under the Act 
are, happily, infrequent, and the ure is somewhat 
puzzling to the lay mind and unfamiliar to the lawyer. Where 
a clergyman is found guilty in the ordi courts of a serious 
crime, and sentenced to imprisonment with hard labour, and 
where he is convicted of adultery, &c., the bishop has no option, 
but must under the Act declare the preferment (if any) of the 
offender to be vacated as from the date of the conviction. Where 
he is otherwise convicted by a temporal court of having com- 


. . 
vanon, 


is necessary. But where 





tection 25 of the Act it is a good defence to proceedings for 





ing to a crimeagainst the ordinary law, he may be prosecuted in the 


as ee 





24 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 9, 1901. 








consistory court, and have to stand a regular trial. In this case 
the chancellor of the diocese is the presiding judge, but if any 
question of fact is in iesue, either the prosecutor or the defendant 
may demand that “ assessors ” be chosen to decide such fact. If 
this demand is made, the trial closely resembles a criminal trial ; 
and is to all intents and purposes a criminal trial, as it may end 
in the lasting disgrace and heavy punishment of the person 
accused. Such trials have been very few in number in the 
nine years during which the Act has been in force, but the 
recent case was one of this nature. In such a case the 
assessors are five in number, two being justices of the peace 
and three being clergymen. Their functions are precisely 
those of a jury ; they decide questions of fact, but questions 
of law are for the chancellor alone. The issue of guilty or 
not guilty is not, however, decided by these assessors in the same 
way.as by an ordinary jury. They need not be unanimous. If 
they are unanimous, their verdict is conclusive ; but if they are 
not unanimous, the verdict of the majority is accepted, pro- 
vided the chancellor agrees with such verdict. If he di 

with the verdict of the majority, the trial is abortive, and the case 
must be re-tried with fresh assessors if either party so desires. 
Now the result of such a trial is probably quite as serious and 
important to the defendant as the result of an ordinary criminal 
trial is to all but a very few of the prisoners charged. Con- 
viction may mean to the clergyman deprivation of his whole 
means of livelihood, and a permanent stop to his ever again 
earning his living in the only manner in which he has been 
trained to earn it—for the bishop has power to depose from 
orders where he deprives of preferment. This is quite as 
serious a result as anything the average prisoner has to fear, and 
the disgrace of a conviction is certainly no less. Why, then, 
it may be asked, should not the verdict of the majority of a jury 
in an ordinary trial be taken, provided the judge agrees with such 
verdict ? That question is hard to answer if it is admitted that 
Parliament has provided a fair tribunal for the accused parson. 
Of course the number twelve is liable to be divided equally, and 
in such case there ought to be a fresh trial, as otherwise the 
prisoner’s fate would be entirely in the judge’s hands. Butifa 
Jury were divided so that nine at least were agreed on a verdict, 
and the judge agreed with those nine, justice would probably 
be done and business expedited by accepting the verdict. Such 
a rule, too, would be especially beneficial at nisi prius and 
would probably save suitors much expense. 





WE ave received a copy of an interesting paper on “The 
Divisible Profits of Companies,” read at the recent Birmingham 
meeting of the Institute of Chartered Accountants by Mr. A. A. 
James, vice-president of the Institute. We are not surprised to 
find him severely criticizing the recent policy of the courts in 
sanctioning the payment of dividends out of profit shewn by the 
current revenue account, notwithstanding that there is at the 
same time an existing loss on capital account. However justifi- 
able this may be theoretically, yet it is sometimes attended by 
practical dangers, and we have always understood that account- 
ants were in general averse to sanctioning the payment of 
dividends under such circumstances. As to the legal correctness 
of the payment, there is, however, no doubt, and Mr. Jamzs 
does not seem to contest it. In Lee v. Neuchatel Ashphalte Co. 
(37 W. R. 321, 41 Ch. D. 1) it was distinctly held 
that where the property of a company is of a wasting nature, 
there is no obligation to keep the capital intact out of income 
before dividends are paid; and Verner vy. General, &c., Investment 
Trust (1894, 2 Ch. 239) decided the different, though cognate, 
point that where a depreciation has taken place in investments 
forming the capital assets of a company, the income from the 
investments may nevertheless be distributed in dividends. 
The legal correctness of such distribution being ascertained, 
the matter has to be considered in practice according 
it affects creditors or shareholders. If the existing 

of capital is not such as to prejudice the credit of 

: eo then it is solely for the shareholders to 
decide w they prefer the current income to go into 
again. 


each voyage account without providing for depreciation. But 
there is little doubt that this is the course which many share- 
holders prefer, and in practice it does not interfere with the 
credit of the company. Such credit really depends on the ship 
and the reputation of the managers. It is prudent to accumu- 
late a fund for re-boilering and re-classing, but anything further 
is almost sure to meet with opposition. Accountants do right to 
take a strict view of their position and to attempt to check the 
unwise disposal of a company’s resources. But, after all, within 
the limits laid down by the statutes and the courts, shareholders 
are at liberty to do as they please with their own. 








A POINT IN THE LAW OF CONVERSION. 


Ir was a common saying with Lord Bramwett that he never 
felt himself on safe ground in dealing with of conversion. ‘I 
am never very confident,” he said, in National Mercantile Bank 
v. Rymill (44 L. T. 767), ‘as to what is or is not conversion,” 
and the same feeling usually arises in every lawyer’s mind when 
he has to decide whether, under peculiar circumstances, there 
has been such a conversion of chattels as to give rise to an action 
analogous to the old action of trover. A general definition of 
conversion, of course, it isnot hard to give. The eminent judge 
just referred to spoke of it as ‘‘an unauthorized act which 
deprives another of his property permanently or for an 
indefinite time” (Hiort v. Bott, L. R.9 Ex., p. 89), and in 
ordinary cases this furnishes a sufficient guide. Any inter- 
meddling by a stranger with the goods of another in a manner 
prejudicial to the rights of that other is a conversion, and it 
8, to no difference whether the stranger has or has not notice of 
the title of the true owner, or whether he acts on his own account 
orsimply as agent. The case which clearly imposes liability for 
conversion upon an innocent agent is Stephens v. Hlwall (4 
M. & S. 258), which was recognised as good law in Hollins v. 
Fowler (L. R. 7 H. L. 757). There a clerk had received and 
dispatched to his employer goods which had been sold by bank- 
rupts after their b uptey. ‘The clerk,” said Lord Exxen- 
BorouGH, C.J., ‘acted under an unavoidable ignorance and for 
his master’s benefit when he sent the goods to his master; but 
nevertheless his acts may amount to a conversion, for a person 
is guilty of a conversion who intermeddles with any property 
and disposes of it, and it is no answer that he acted under 
authority from another, who himself had no authority to dispose 
of it.” 

The case of an action for conversion being brought against a 
clerk is naturally not of frequent occurrence, but intermediaries 
in dealing with goods who occupy a responsible position, such 
as brokers and auctioneers, are recognised as suitable objects of 
claim. The case of a broker was exhaustively discussed in 
Hollins v. Fowler (supra), and the judgment of Buacxsvurn, J., 
in advising the House of Lords is usually taken as establishing 
a distinction between intermediaries, such as carriers, packers, 
and warehousemen, who in dealing with goods do nothing 
necessarily derogatory to the title of the true owner, and a 
broker who actively assists in the transfer of possession to an 
adverse claimant. In that case the defendant broker had in 
the first instance bought cotton on his own account, expecting, 
as actually happened, to be able to pass it on at once to one of 
his customers. The jury found that he purchased as agent in 
the course of his business as broker, but on the ground that he 
had assisted in the transfer of the goods to his customer, he 
was held liable for a conversion. He acted, it was pointed 
out by Carens, L.C., in a character beyond that of a mere 
agent. He exercised a volition in favour of the ultimate 
buyers, the result of which was that he transferred the dominion 
and property in the goods to the buyers in order that the buyers 
might dispose of them as their own. This amounted to a eon- 
version, but it is an obvious deduction from the case that, had he 
acted simply as agent for principals in conducting the negotia- 
tions, and not actively intermeddled in passing the dominion 
over the goods, he would not have been liable. 

A case where liability for conversion is frequently imposed with 
harsh results is that of an auctioneer who sells goods on the 
order of a person who is not the owner. Asa general rule the 
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goods to the purchaser, and though, as far as the sale goes, he 
might be treated as a mere agent, yet the sale accompanied 
by intermeddling with the possession conclusively fixes him 
with ‘liability for a conversion: Consolidated Co. v. Curtis 
(40 W. R. 426; 1892, 1 Q. B. 495). If, however, these two 
elements are not combined he may escape. Where, to quote 
the instance put by Bramwett, LJ., in Cochrane v. Rymill 
(27 W. R. 776), a man brings a horse into an auctioneer’s yard 
and asks the auctioneer to find a purchaser; if the auctioneer 
does so and the vendor himself delivers the horse to the pur- 
chaser, then the auctioneer would not be liable to the true owner 
of the horse. So, on the contrary, it was held by the Court of 
Appeal in National Mercantile Bank v. Rymill (44 L. T. 767) that 
where a sale by private treaty teok place before the auction, and 
the auctioneer delivered possession in pursuance of such sale, he 
incurred no liability. This last decision, as was pointed out by 
Corxins, J., in Consolidated Co. v. Curtis, is one of great import- 
ance in the law of conversion, and its results have not yet probably 
been fully worked out. 

The above cases illustrate some of the difficulties which arise 
when a person who is an agent, or is in some analogous position, 
intermeddles with goods at the direction of a person who is not 
the true owner. But agency is not the only matter which 
perplexes the law of conversion. A point of considerable 
interest arises as to the position of a person who takes goods 
under a sale or pledge, but does not at once proceed to dispose 
of them. Of course, if he disposes of them, this is a distinct 
act derogatory to the title of the true owner, and it constitutes 
aconversion. ‘Any person,” said Lord Cnzimsrorp, in Hollins 
v. Fowler (loc, cit., p. 795), “« who, however innocently, obtains the 
possession of the goods of a person who has been fraudulently 
deprived of them, and disposes of them, whether for his 
own benefit or that of any other person, is guilty of a 
conversion,” And it is, of course, equally a conversion 
if, on demand by the true owner, he refuses to give 
them up, unless his refusal is simply temporary for the 
sake of enabling him to satisfy himself as to the title, 
Supposing, however, that nothing further has happened than 
that a stranger has either bought the goods, or has taken them 
as security, from one who has no title. Does the mere fact that 
he intends, in the one case, to hold them as his own, or in the 
other to hold them as a pledge, constitute a conversion for which 
he can at once be sued by the true owner, of whose title he is 
ignorant? Or, before the injury which gives the cause of action 
is complete, must there be a demand by the true owner and a 
refusal to give the goods up? The question is chiefly of im- 
portance with reference to the protection which the innocent 
holder of the goods can obtain under the Statute of Limitations. 
The statutory period of six years which bars trover runs from 
the date when the cause of action accrues—that is, when the 
conversion is complete. Hence, if this is to be taken as the 
date when the goods are received, time begins to run forthwith 
in favour of the recipient. But if there is no conversion until 
demand and refusal, the goods may be held for years without 
the holder gaining any benefit from the statute. 

Upon principle, it is hard to see why the original receipt of 
the goods should not, in a case where the recipient intends to 
hold them as his own, be a complete conversion. It is an act 
by which the true owner is deprived of the enjoyment of his 
property, and the transaction is derogatory to the title of the 
true owner as much on the part of the person who takes the 
property as on the part of the person from whom he takes it. 
And in favour of this view there is the authority of Lord Ex.en- 
BorovGH in J/‘Combie v, Davies (6 East. 538) : “ Certainly a man 
is guilty of a conversion who takes my property by assignment 
from another who has no authority to dispose of it; for what is 
that but assisting that other in carrying his wrongful act into 
effect.” It has been twice held, however, that where title 
deeds have been fraudulently pledged, the receipt of the deeds 
by the pledgee is not in itself a conversion, and though the 
statute runs at once in favour of the guilty pledgor, yet it will not 
run in favour of the innocent pledgee until demand and refusal. 
Thus in Spackman v. Foster (31 W. R. 548, 11 Q. B. D, 99) A, 
and B. were jointly entitled to land the title deeds of which 
were in their possession in 1859, In that year A.’s son QO. 





D. to secure an advance. O. paid interest on the loan till his 
death in 1874 and then the interest was or by his widow. A. 
and B. did not discover that the title deeds were missing till 
1882, when they demanded them from D., who refused to give 
them be An action was brought to recover the deeds and D. 
pleaded the statute. In support of the plea it was contended 
that the wrong done by D. was complete in 1859 and did not 
first arise upon the demand and refusal. The argument failed 
apparently upon the ground that D. was merely an innocent 
depositee. He received the deeds without knowledge of O.’s 
want of title, and he only held them as security for the advance 
toC. ‘He held them,” said Grove, J., “against the person 
who had deposited them, but not against the real owner, and 
non constat that he would not have given them up if the real 
owner had demanded them. This & not seem to me to be 
conversion. There was no injury to the property which would 
render it impossible to return it, nor claim of title to it, nor 
claim to hold it inst the owner.” Consequently the statute 
had not run and the plaintiffs were entitled to the deeds. 

A similar decision was given by the Court of Appeal in 
Miller v. Dell (39 W. R, 342; 1891, 1 Q. B. 468), where a 
fraudulent deposit of a lease was in question, but the chief 
point considered in that case was whether the fact that the 
statute had run in favour of C.—to continue for simplicity the 
above nomenclature, though the defendant really claimed under 
D.—did not also bar any action against D. It had been 
that, according to certain dicta in Wilkinson v. Verity (19 W. R. 
604, L. R. 6 C. P. 206), if the statute had run in favour of the 
original tort-feasor it had run in favour also of all subsequent 
tort-feasors in the same matter. The deposit of the lease by C. 
was clearly a conversion by him, and six years absolved him 
from liability. Hence, it was argued, D. was safe too. But 
the Court of Appeal held that D.’s tort was quite independent 
of that committed by. C., and the Statute of Limitations had to 
be applied separately in each case. The question therefore 
was, When was the conversion by D. complete ? and apparently 
in too ready a reliance on Spackman v. Foster it was held not to 
be complete until demand and refusal. This brought the cause 
of action against D. well within the six years. 

It is unfortunate that in Miller v. Dell the point as to the date 
when the conversion by the depositee of the lease occurred did 
not receive more thorough examination. In Spackman v. Foster 
(supra), as we have seen, stress was laid onthe fact that the 
depositee took in good faith. If this is really a distinguishing 
mark, then we have the curious result that the law favours 
fraud. If the depositee, when he takes the deeds from the 
borrower, knows of the latter’s want of title, then there is at 
once an intention to hold against the true owner; the tort is 
complete, and the depositee is safe against an action of con- 
version in six years. If, on the other hand, the depositee is 
innocent, then the tort is not complete until the owner discovers 
the loss of the deeds, traces them, and y demanding them, is 
refused. The other point suggested in Spackman v. Foster, that 
the depositee only holds the deeds as security against the 
depositor, is hardly tenable, for his claim, though limited in its 
scope, is incompatible with the absolute property of the true owner. 
And even though these cases may be conclusive as to the particular 
point involved, it by no means follows that they would be held to 
apply where the subject-matter was ordinary chattels and the 
transferee took them as absolute owner. This is exactly 
covered by the dictum of Lord Evtensoroven referred to above 
in M'Combie v. Davies, and the mere receipt of the chattels 
would, under the circumstances, seem to be a conversion so that 
the statute would run forthwith. According to Spackmen v. 
Foster and Miller v. Dell an innocent bailee of goods under a 
bailor without title commits no conversion until demand and 
refusal; but these cases do not seem to apply where the bailee 
knows of the fraud, nor where the transfer is to an assignee 
absolutely, whether innocent or no. In these cases it is still 
open to argue that the conversion is complete upon, and that 
the statute runs from, the receipt of the goods, and the 
question, when it arises, will not be determined without throwing 
considerable light on the nature of conversion. 
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COMPENSATION FOR MINERALS. 


Aw interesting question as to the principle upon which compen- 
sation is to be assessed for minerals taken for the purposes of a 

public undertaking was decided in the recent case of Re Buwilfa, | 
sve. Steam Collieries (1891) (Limited) and the Pontypridd Water- 
works Co. (1901, 2 K. B. 798). The special Act of the water- 
works company incorporated the Lands Clauses Acts and the 
Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, and accordingly the rights and 
liabilities of the company in respect of minerals lying under 
lands taken by them were regulated by sections 18, 22, and 23 
of the Act of 1847, which are practically the same as sections 77 
to 79 of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845. Under the scheme 
for dealing with minerals usually adopted in private Acts passed 
before the legislation of 1845 the original grant of land 
for the purposes of the undertaking carried with it the right 
to support from the underlying minerals, and any compensation 
to which the owner might be entitled in respect of his being 
burdened with this right had to be claimed at the time of the 
taking of the surface land. The scheme of the Railways 
Clauses and Waterworks Clauses Acts, on the other hand, leaves 
the rights of the mineral owner intact when the surface land is 
taken, and no question of compensation for minerals arises until 
the time comes when the owner wishes to work them. He must 
then give notice to the company, and if on inspection the 
company consider that the working is likely to injure the 
railway or waterworks, they are entitled to prevent 
it _— paying the owner compensation to be ascertained 
in the usual manner. If they do not adopt this course, 
then the owner is at liberty to work the minerals, provided 
he does it in the manner usual in the district, and he is 
only liable for damage done by improper working. It makes 
no difference that the minerals have to be got by surface work- 
ing, so that the works of the company are destroyed (Ruabon, &c., 


Co. v. Great Western Railway Co., 1893, 1 Ch. 427); while, on | P 


the other hand, in the case of waterworks, if the result is that the | 
mine is damaged by the water, the liability of the waterworks 
company is preserved by section 27 of the Act of 1847. 

In the present case the coal company were the lessees of 
certain coal mines under a portion of the reservoir authorized to 
be made by the waterworks company’s special Act, and in 
September, 1898, the former gave the waterworks company 
notice in writing of their intention to work the mines at the end of 
thestatutory period of thirty days unless the waterworks company 
were prepared to pay compensation. The waterworks company 
elected to pay compensation, and in due course an arbitration 
took place for the purpose of ascertaining the amount of the 

ion. In the course of the proceedings the arbitrators 
were and it was arranged that the matter should be 
left to the sole award of the umpire. The notice by the water- 
works company that they would pay compensation was dated 
the 15th of October, 1898, and subsequently to this date coal 
roee in value. The coal company claimed that they were 
entitled to have this rise taken into account in fixing the com- 
pensation ; the waterworks company, that the value of the 
minerals as appearing from what was known at the date 
of the notice of the 15th of October could alone be re- 


| W. R. 988, L. R. 2 Q. B. 630), or for any other special p 


subsequently acquired by or from the person on whom the 
notice to treat has been served is not a subject for compensa. 
tion.”” On the other hand, though the parties may not them- 
selves alter the value of their interests, yet the fact that the 
interest is fixed as at the date of the notice to treat does not 
prevent the jury or arbitrator from taking into account a 
prospective increase in the value of the land. Compensation, 
accordingly, can be awarded for agricultural land on the basis © 
of its prospective value as building land (Reg. v. Brown, 15 
urpose ° 
Bailey v. Thanet Light Railways Co. (48 W. R. 589; 1900, 1 
Q. B. 722). 
The above cases, however, do not touch the point involved in 
the present case, as to which there seems to be no reported 
decision. Is the tribunal which assesses compensation bound 
to admit evidence only of what was known as to the value of 
the property at the date of the notice to treat, or can it admit 
also evidence of facts which have happened since that date ? 
The result may be either to increase or diminish the value. In 
the present case there had been a rise in the value of coal, and 
accordingly the owners claimed to participate in the rise. If 
their claim was valid, then it seems to be an inevitable 
result that, had the coal fallen in value, the waterworks 
company would have been entitled to take advantage of 
the fall. This result does not seem to have been touched 
on in the judgments of the court (Rmizy and PuHILiimor:, 
JJ.), which were confined to considering the rise in value, 
and it was held that the coal company were right in their 
contention. The value was to be ascertained as at the 15th of 
October, 1898, but, in ascertaining that value, all relevant cir- 
cumstances were to be taken into account, even though they 
occurred subsequently. This conclusion is not altogether clear, 
for, in speaking of the value as at a particular date, it is a 
lausible meaning that the value is that which would have been 
fixed had the assessment taken place on that date. As PxILti- 
MORE, J., pointed out, the question cannot often arise, for the 
assessment generally follows too soon upon notice to treat to 
permit of any substantial change in value. Occasionally, how- 
ever, as in the present case, the change may be sudden, and then 
the matter becomes one of importance. It can hardly be denied, 
however, that, if the compensation is to represent as closely as 
possible the actual loss to the coal owner, all Lecutakes available 
up to the date of assessment must be taken into account, and 
this is the view which was acted upon. At the same time it 
must be recognized that the argument may tell in another case 
in favour of the company paying the compensation. 








REVIEWS. 
METROPOLITAN POLICE. 


Tue METROPOLITAN PoLice GUIDE: BEING A COMPENDIUM OF THE 
Cryviz AND CriminAL LAW AFFECTING OR RELATING TO THE 
METROPOLITAN Potice. By W. F. A. ARCHIBALD, Esq, M.A., one 
of the Masters of the Supreme Court, J. H. GREENHALGH, 
Eeq., B A., and JAMES Ropers, Esq., M.A., LL.B, Barristers-at- 
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the statutes as to those subjects, and the notes interspersed amongst 
‘the text are clear and to the point. All the more important 
‘decisions seem to be noticed, and there is a table «f cases giving 
yeferences to all the series of reports in which each case is 
reported. The work professes to be revised to the end of August, 
1900, but there are references to a few cases decided since that 
date. Down to that date everything of importance seems 
to be included, but a somewhat long interval seems to have occurred 
between August, 1900, and the time when the book was published. 
It will certainly be a most useful book to the police magistrates and 
their clerks, as well as to the lawyers of London at large. It professes, 
however, to be primarily for the benefit of the metropolitan police, 
and no doubt the superior officers of that force will find in it all the 
law they need know. The index is distinctly good, being full, 
accurate, and well arranged. Fivally, it may be said that the book is 
so well printed and bound that it is hard to see how its 1,500 pages 
can be sold for the small price asked except at a loss. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I have been interested in reading the letter of Mr. J. R. 
Adams in your issue of the 19th ult. Like him, I agree with your 
observations respecting the failure of the president of the Incor- 
porated Law Society of the United Kingdom at the provincial 
annual meeting to make any suggestion with regard to the policy to 
be pursued in the matter of d Transfer, But the concluding 
sentence of his letter deserves comment from the provinces. He says: 
‘‘So far as appears the Council of the Incorporated Law Society is 
doing nothing, and if the London solicitors acquiesce in this, the 
probabilities are that the country solicitors will, as they did before, 
act on their own account.” 

Mr, Adams may be misleading the London solicitors as well as 
himself on this matter if he thinks the provincials are going to fight 
the battle for them. It is doubtful if the country solicitors will in- 
tervene unless and until some effort is made to introduce the 
system into the provinces. The tortuous course followed by the 
Council in 1897-98 is not forgotten in Yorkshire, London, as a 
consequence, got the “‘ benefit’ of the Act, and it is now for the 
London profession to deal with it; and it is difficult to see how the 
provinces can help them if they would. 

Moreover, at the time referred to, one of the Council intimated that 
the Incorporated Law Society of the United Kingdom existed, first, 
for the benefit of the London practitioners, and secondly, for the 
benefit of the provincials, Even in the case of Land Transter, where 
the interests of all were practically alike, and where the line of 
action should have been in the interests of all, they were quite pre- 

ared to throw the provinces to the wolves for the purpose of saving 
mdon. Toey have, however, got the Act, aud they must not expect 
Yorkehire, at any rate, todo much more than follow the examp!e set 
them in 1897 by the Council, and look after Yorkshire alone as far as 
possible. But the Council must not forget—and probably will not be 
allowed to forget—that the interests of the provinces require pro- 
tecting as much as the interests of London—at any rat» where the 
wwespective interests do not clash; and that, even if London be 
abandoned to Land Transfer officialdom, they will still be looked to 
to obtain the fullest information with regard to the working of the 
Act in the interests of the country at large, and to act accordingly. 

The country practitioners have noted the suggestion to compel 
them, whether they hke it or not, to subscribe to the funds of the 
London society, The proposition does not require much argument. 
It would be much wiser to endeavour to shew the country practitioners 

‘that their interests are well looked after, and that they ought, as a 
‘consequence, to subscribe as a matter of course without any com- 
\pulsion, 


It is possible that both London and country interests might be 
better served if the former possessed their own local Jaw society, 
which might vigour enough to look after their own local 
interests. In the North we can @ iate the possible advantages, 
disadvantages, and difficulties which may from time to time exist’ 
consequent upon the more or less intimate and friendly relations 
which exist between the megnates of the profession in London and 
members of the Government and the chief officials of the inistra- 
tion of law. ARTHUR MIDDLETON. 

Calverley-chambers, Calverley-street, Leeds, Nov. 5. 





THE PROVINCIAL MEETING OF THE INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—I do not wish to prolong this correspondence, yet, after some 
hesitation, I crave permission to reply to the letter of your corres- 
pondent ‘‘ Y.” 

Provision for members lunching together, even when they pay, can 
be made without payment in advance, as ‘“‘ Y.” must know if he 
attended the meeting at Weymouth last year. Though there may 
not have been a “ suitable hall” at Oxford, there were “suitable” 
hotels. ‘‘ Y.’s” observation as to relieving the hosts of the cost of 
the luncheons is beside the mark. I made no suggestion that 
luncheons ought to be free. At the same time, your co ndent 
is inaccurate in iosinuating that this has not been the policy of “ late 
years.” 

Page 7 of the programme contains a list of ‘‘ places and objects of 
interest,” but where did your correspondent find the “‘ short desorip- 
tion” to which he refers? Can he, from the programme, say what 
portraits or busts, of special interest to lawyers, may be seen in the 
Halls of Christ Church, Magdalen, New, Balliol, University, and other 
colleges? May I suggest to your correspondent that even “‘a little 
use of the eyes, ears, and tongue”’ will not enable “ most people” to 
see avy single thing of the existence of which they are ignorant. 
Moreover I am unreasonable enough to want to ses more than “‘ most 
people’’ appear willing to trouble about, I think I must have met 
in St. Mary’s Church some of the number of “‘ most people.” Only 
one remark was made by them about the pulpit, and it was sufficiently 
crushing: ‘‘ This pulpit is not up to much.” 

Possibly I was unfortunate at Blenheim, but I had the questionable 
satisfaction of not being alone in my misfortune. The best may 
have been done “‘ under the circumstances.” I merely take exception 
to the presence of the “‘circumstances.” Surely your correspondent 
does not imagine that even a railway company charges fall fares for 
nearly 300 people conveyed by a special train! Unless this is his 
idea I fail to see why he took the trouble to ascertain that the retarn 
first-class fare from Oxford to Blenheim is 2s. 8d. x. 

Nov. 6. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


JENNINGS c. MATHER. GRAY (Claimant). No. 1. 30th Oct. 


Bannacercy—Propsrty or Baxxaver Divistare Awone Caeprrons— 
Prorexry Hetp on Trvust—Assignuent por Bsxerrr or Casnrroas— 
Rieur or Inpemntry over Asasrs or Trest—Lien Pasarxe ro Tavsres 
IN BaNKRuprey — Execution Creprron — [nrerrieapsr—Banxarrrey 
Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 52), s. 44 


This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Lawrance 
and Kennedy, JJ.) on the hearing of an — from the Bradford Coua 
court (49 W. R. 495; 1901, 1 QB. 108). In Jaume, 1898, Messrs. Smales 
brothers & Co., who were carrying on business at Bradford, «xecuted a 
deed of assignment for the benefit of their creditars, by which they 
transferred all their trade assets to one Mather as trustee trust to carry 
on the business and appiy the profits in paying the itors Oifteen 
shillings in the pound, and subject to this in trast for 

Mather carried on the business in accordance 

in so doing incurred debts, among others, to 

being unable to obtain meat of his debt 



















| of Smales Brothers, and obtai jadgment, 


issued, and the sheriff seized under exeouti 

oe ‘Gay dei ae his ~~ yee Gray 

bankrupt, one Gray being trustee ia y. 

then claimed the goods selaed by the sheriff, and the sheriff interpleaded. 

The goods were sold by consent, and the peeda, amounting to £12), 

were paid into court,and ap issue was d to be tried in the county court 

todetermine eng ag en 

Mather’s trustee in aptoy, or of Jenaings, 

The county court judge gave jadgment for the execution orediter, 

that the goods in question, Demg trust preparty, dy virtue of section 4 
tae yr. The 





the Bankruptoy aot, 1883, did not pass trustee ia \ 
Divisional Uourt reversed the decision of the county court jedge, and 
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ve judgment for the claimant, holding that though the assets of 
business were property held by the bankrupt on trust, and s0, 
by virtue of section 44 of the Bankruptcy Act, were not divisible 


moieties to be held in trust for themselves for life, leaving for future 
determination the question of the rights of the survivor upon the death of 
either. Kekewich, J., decided in favour of the defendants’ contention. 


his creditors, yet he had a right of indemnity or lien over them | The plaintiffs appealed. 


pea red re to his trustee in bankruptcy, and that therefore the trustee 
in iptcy was-entitled to succeed as 
The execution creditor appealed, and it was contended on his behalf that 
the burden was on the claimant, and that the claimant had failed to give 
evidence shewing 
himself of the lien on which he relied. 

Tue Court (Cotims, M.R., and Srrrtive and Marzew, L.JJ.) dismissed 


ea 
Coins, M.R., said that Mather, having incurred the debt to Jennings 
in his capacity as trustee, had a right of indemnity against the trust estate 
in respect of his liability. But the trust goods were not his goods, and 
were not liable to execution for his debts. Therefore the execution 


Tue Count (Lord Atversronz, O.J., and VaveHan WI.iiams and 


against the execution creditor. | Romer, L.JJ.) dismis:ed the appeal. 


Lord Atverstonz, O0.J.—in this case I think Kekewich, J., has 


arrived at the right conclusion. The greatest difficulty is in dealing with 
that he was in a position which entitled him to avail | the various authorities cited, and if I thought this case depended on any 

general rule to be deduced from those cases [ should have required further 
argument. In my view the general result of the authorities is that, at any 
rate in dealing with this case, there is nu general rule which will force us 
to put a construction on this will which I do not think it will bear. I 
decide this case upon the terms used in the will, and I come to the con- 
clusion that the words ‘‘then surviving brothers and sisters’’ do not 
include the stirpes of a then deceased brother or sister. I think it appears 
from authority that words used in a will are to have their natural 


creditor had no right to take the goods at all. On the other hand, the y 
meaning unless you find from the whole will an indication that they are 


claimant had a right, as trustee in bankruptcy, to stand in Mather’s shoes 
and to enforce the right of indemnity which 
ant ought not to be called upon to prove negatively that he had not com- 
mitted any such default as would disentitle him to avail himself of the 
right of indemnity. 

Srmurme, L.J., said that Mather, as a trustee, had, primd facie, an equit- 
able right of indemnity, and that right passed to his trustee in bankruptcy. 
If this primd facie right was to be rebutted by shewing that he had made 
any default, the onus was on those who alleged such default. 

Marnew, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Muir Mackenzie; J. G. Wood and 
Carrington. Souictrons, G. J. R. Stubbs, for Gaunt, Hines, § Bottomley, 
Bradford ; Wrensted ¢ Hind, for Scott ¢ Holmes, Bradford. 

[Reported by F. G@. Rucxenr, Barrister-at-Law. |] 


INDERWICK ». TATCHELL. No.2. 30th Oct. 


Wruui—Consrravcrion—Girt Over mw Deravir or Issue—Svurvivinc 
Broruers anp Sistrers—OnILDREN oF DECEASED BROTHER. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. The testator John 
Inderwick by his will dated the 17th of April, 1867, devised and bequeathed 
his real and leasehold property to trustees upon trust in seven distinct 
—_— portions, one portion for each of his seven children, Kdward Samuel, 

ohn, George, Walter, Ann (afterwards Mrs. Lindner), Louisa Hannah, and 


ather had. And the claim- | to have a different meaning. I find in this will no such indication, and I 
go further : there are two accruer clauses which taken together seem to me 
to confirm the view that the testator used the words in their natural 
meaning. The appeal must be dismissed. 


VavenHan Wiis, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Romer, L.J.—I agree. In this will the words used by the testator are 


used by him in their primé facie and literal meanings, and there is nothing 
in the will to justify us in holding that they have a secondary or more 
extended meaning. I should like to say that 1 think there is no such fixed 
rule of construction as what was called the third rule m Re Bowman (41 
Oh. D. 525), and I have nothing to add to what was said by Cozens-Hardy, 
J., on this point in Harrison v. Harrison (49 W. R. 613 ; 1901, 2 Ch. 137). 
—OovunseL, Swinfen Eady, K.C., P. O. Lawrence, K.C., and Daunay ; War- 
rington, K.C., and &. Dickinson. Soxicrrors, Collison, Prichard, § Barnes ; 
Garrard, James, § Wolfe. 


[Reported by J. I. Srinuinc, Barrister-at-Law. | 
Re BARROW HEMATITE STEEL CO. No. 2. Ist Nov. 


Company—Repvucrion or Carirrat=—-Proor or Loss—Repucrion or 
PREFERENCE SHAREs—Unsvust ScHEME. 


was an appeal from the decision of Oozens-Hardy, J., reported 


: : . This 
Emily (afterwards Mrs. Tatchell), for life, with remainder to each of such | 1900, 2 Ch. 846. A petition was presented by the company for the 
child’s children or child living at the death of such child equally as | confirmation by the court of resolutioas for the reduction of the capital 
tenants in common. In the case of Edward Samuel the gift over on his | of the company by one-half. In the early part of 1888, besides capital 


death was limited to children by his first wife. 


Then came the first | borrowed on the security of debentures, the nominal capital of the 


accruer clause which provided that the share or shares original and | company consisted of £1,500,000 in £10 ordinary shares, £37,700 in £100 
accruing of any child dying without leaving children should go amongst | 8 per cent. preference shares, and £500,000 in £10 6 per ceat. preference 
his, her, or their “‘then surviving brotners and sisters’”’ equally as | shares, making a total of £2,037,700. ‘The preference shareholders had no 


tenants in common for their respective lives, with remainder amongst their 
ive children. 


voice in the management; they had a cumulative preference as to dividend, 


And if there should be but one surviving brother or | but no preference as to capital. In 1888 resolutions were passed to reduca 


respects : 
sister, then to him or her absolutely subject to an annuity of £50 for life to | the capital by one-quarter, reducing the shares proportionately all round, 
any wife or husband of any brother or sister sodying as aforesaid. Then | reducing the £100 preference shares to £75 8 per cent. preference shares, the 


came a proviso that on the death of any child without leaving a surviving 


preference £10 shares to £7 103.6 par cent. preference shares, and the 


child or children, but leaving a grandchild or grandchildren him or her | ordinary shares to £7 10s. shares. The confirmation of these resolutions was 


surviving, the child’s share should go over to the grandchild or grand- 
children. This proviso was followed by a second accruer clause in the 
following terms: ‘‘ But if there shall be no such then surviving grandchild 
or grandchildren, then it is my will and I do hereby declare and direct 
that the estate, part, share, and property of my said deceased child or 
children respectively shall go and be conveyed, assigned, and assured unto 
and equally between his, her, or their then surviving brothersand sisters in 
equal shares as tenants in common if more than one, and if there shall be but 
one of my children then surviving the whole of such accruing part, share, 
estate, and property shall go and be conveyed, assigned, and assured to that 
one, his or her heirs, executors, administrators and assigns, and to whom I 
hereby give, devise, and bequeath the same accordingly.’’ The will also con- 
tained a stringent forfeiture clause on the alienation or incumbrance of any 
share. The testator died in 1867. His seven children named in the will 
all survived him. The testator’s sons John, George, and Walter died in the 
years 1568, 1874, and 1876 respectively without leaving issue. In 1877 a deed 
of arrangement was entered into between the surviving children of the 
testator, the husbands of Mrs. Lindner and Mrs. Tachell joining as such, 
and the children of the testator’s eldest son Edward Samuel by his first 
wife (all of whom were sui juris), who joined in respect of their 
reversionary interest in their father’s orginal and accrued shares. By 
this deed the surviving children agreed that the first accruer clause 
correctly represented the testator’s intention, and that the will should 
as regarded their original and accrued shares be construed as if the second 
accruer clause had not been contained therein. And the children of 
Edward Samuel Inderwick agreed inter »¢ that in the event of any of them 
predeceasing their father leaving children him surviving, such children 
should take between them the snares original and accruing of the child 
20 dying. Both these provisions were made subject to the operation of 
the clause in the will, but were to take effect as far as ible. 
In 1895 Alfred, a son of Edward Samuel Inderwick, died, predeceasing 
his father, leaving @ widow and two infant children. in 1899 Edward 
Samuel Inderwick died, leaving him oe. and the 
two children of Alfred. In 1900 Louisa Inderwick, the 
testator’s unmarried daughter, died. Questions then arose as to the 
pyr ale her original and accruing share. The plaintiffs, the children 
ot Samuci Inderwick and tue children of Alfred, contended that 
they were entitled between them to one-third of her original and 

The defendants, Mrs. Lindner and Mrs. Tatchell 


opposed by preference shareholders, but in the result they were confirmed 

by North, J., who held that there was nothing in the bargains between the 

preference shareholders and the company which prevented the reduction 

of their shares, and that, under the circumstances then before the court, 

the proposed reduction was fair. In 1899 the ordinary shareholders passed 

resolutions to reduce the shares all round by one-half, bringing them down 
to three-eighths of their original denominations, and the petition asked for 

the confirmation of the resolutions. The petition was opposed by a 
majority of the preference shareholders, who alleged that the scheme was so 
untair that the court in ite discretion would not sanctionit. It was alleged 

by the company that the 50 per cent. of capital which it was proposed to 
cancel was, within the words of section 3 of the Companies Act, 1877, ‘lost 
or unrepresented by available assets.’’ The petitioners alleged that their 
iron ore mines stood in the balance-sheet at twice their value, and they 
proposed to reduce it by, roughly, £177,000. They said their works, 
which stood at upwards of £2,000,000, were over-estimated by £486,000, 
and that their freehold land and house property, which stood at upwards 
of £200,000, was over-estimated by £100,000. ‘hese three items made up 
the £764,000 which they proposed to write off. The preference share- 
holders challenged these figures, and the learned judge said that upon the 
evidence he thought he might dispose of the petition on the short ground 
that the company had not satisfied him that the first two items had been 
proved. He thought that the company had not proved that the £764,000 
was capital ‘‘lost or unrepresented by available assets,” and therefore he 
could not confirm the reduction. But even if the loss had been established 
his lordship would not have thought it mght to confirm the reduction. 
He did not think that in dealing with two c 6 of shareholders he ought 
to make an unnecessary reduction for the avowed purpose of relieving the 
ordinary shareholders from the payment of prefexentia! interest. That did 
not seem to his lordship to be fair or equitable, and he therefore dismissed 
the petition with costs. The company appealed. 

Tux Covrr (Lord Atverstonz, L.0.J., and Vavewan Wi.uiams and 
Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atvexstonz, L O.J., said he was sorry that he could not give more 
assistance to the parties than he was entitled to give. He did not 
understand Cozens-Hardy, J., as not having given a decision on the 
facts. The learned judge said that as to the greater part of the proposed 
reduction the company bed not satisfied him that there had been the 

loss of capital. His lordship had looked at the affidavits and if he 
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greatest difficulty in coming to the conclusion that there had been a loss 
of capital to the extent of £764,000. It was by no means clear to him that 
the valuers had valued either the works or the business of the company 
on a right basis. With regard to the reserve fund and the balance 
to the credit of profit and loss, his lordship would not express any final 
opinion how those sums ought to be dealt with, but having ard to the 
articles of association it seemed to him impossible to say that the alleged 
loss had been established without knowing how those sums were going to 
be dealt with. The only ground upon which his lordship decided this 
appeal was that he was not satisfied that Cozens-Hardy, J., had come toa 
os conclusion in holding that the loss of capital had not been estab- 
lished. There his lordship stopped as far as his decision was concerned. 
But he would make this observation upon the judgment of Cozens- Hardy, 
J. He did not think that the learned judge had decided an 
adverse to a pro rata reduction of capital in a proper case. Nor did he 
understand him as deciding that simply because a company was at the 
time paying dividends there could not be a reduction of capital. It 
geemed to his lordship that, in considering whether the pro reduction 
of capital would work —~ or inequitably, the learned judge was of 
opinion that the financial position of the company ought not to be lost 
sight of. His lordship did not understand Cozens- Hardy, J., as decidin 
that upon different materials a reduction of capital could not be sanctioned. 
Upon the facts as they stood his lordship was of opinion that they ought 
not to differ from Oozens-Hardy, J., and that they would not be justified 
in hearing an argument on- points of law which did not really arise for 
decision. 

VaueHan Wittiams and Romer, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsgi, Swinfen 
Eady, K.0., and Cassel; Eve, K.0., and Kirby ; Hon, E. C. Macnaghten, 
K.C., and Simey. Soxicrrors, Currey, Holland, § Co. ; Walker § Pettitt. 

[Reported by 8, E, Wit11aMs, Barrister-at-Law.]) 


PELHAM CLINTON v. DUKE OF NEWCASTLE. No. 2. 
30th and 31st Oct. 


Witt — Construction — Estate in Sprcra, Tarr Mate—Issuzs—Matz 
DegscenDANts—Guirt To A. 1ry Hz Marries A WortHy GENTLEWOMAN AND 
HAS Issuz Matz, To sucu Issuz MALE AND THEIR Matz Descenpants. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Buckley, J. (reported 49 W. R. 
12). The action related to the Shire Oaks Estate, the Worksop Manor 
Estate, and the Nottinghem Park Estate (otherwise the Nottingham 
Town Estate), dealt with by the fifth codicil to the will of Henry 
Pelham, fourth Duke of Newcastle, the question of law in dispute 
arising in the following circumstances: The fourth duke, by his fifth 
codicil, dated the 14th of August, 1846, to his will dated the 3lst of 
January, 1814, willed and bequeathed to his son, Lord Oharles Pelham 
Pelham Clinton, the estates reterred to, and after providing that his eldest 
son, the Earl of Lincola, might purchase and redeem those estates for 
certain sums of money the testator continued as follows: ‘‘ The proceeds 
to go with the limitations of this will—that is to say, to my son Charles, if 
he marries a fit and worthy gentlewoman and has issue male, to such issue 
male and their male decendants, in failure of which” then over to other 
persons. At the date of that codicil Lord Charles was unmarried. On the 
10th of August, 1848, he married Elizabeth Grant. On the 12th of 
January, 1851, the testator died. On the 14th of December, 1894, Lord 
Charles died. The plaintiff in the present action was the eldest son of the 
marriage of Lord Charles with Elizabeth Grant, and was born after the testa- 
tor’sdeath. The action came before Buckley, J., under an order dated the 
18th of June, 1900, made upon the application of the defendant, Henry 
Pelham Archibald Douglas, Duke of Newcastle, and upon an admission 
by him of the marriage, and that Elizabeth Grant was a fit and worthy 
gentlewoman, that the plaintiff was the eldest son of the , an 
that Lord Charles died as above stated, for the determination of the point 
of law whether upon the true construction of the fifth codicil the same 
codicil conferred on Lord Charles a mere life estate or an estate in tail male, 
orin tail, or an estate in fee simple. The point was of t importance inas- 
much as the estates are of great value, and in 1851 Lord Charles had executed 
adeed which purported to be a disentailing assurance of all except the copy- 
hold and customary estates, and under this and certain conveyances and 
other instruments of title the properties, or the unsold portion thereof, had 
become, according to the defendant, vested in himself. Buckley, J., in a 
considered judgment held that, on the true construction of the fifth codicil, 
Lord Charles took, not a mere life estate, but an estate in special tail male, 
which he could therefore disentail and deal with as he pleased. The 
plaintiff appealed. 

Tus Covrr (Lord Atvaerstonz, OJ., and Vavenan Wiuams and 
Romer, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atversrong, 0.J.—In this case I think Buckley, J., has arrived 
at the right conclusion, and I doubt whether I con add anything beyond 
what appears in his judgment; but the case is important, and I feel I 
ought to express my reasons for concurring in his ion. I think it will 
be convenient if I say first what I have to say —_ the authorities. Page 
v. Hayward (2 Salk. 570), Roe v. Grew (2 Wilson 322), and Roddy v. Fitzgerald 
(6 H. L. O. 825) have been referred to. I do not think any of these cases 
conclusive of the present case, though it does seem to ane that in Roe v. 
Grew the court came to the conclusion that there was an estate tail for 
teasons which are applicable to the present case. The intention of the 
testator must be gathered irom his words. Upon the true construction 
of the words of this codicil, I am of opinion that there is no gift in the first 
instance of this estate to the testator’s son Charles. If the words had 
stood alone, no doubt the gift to Charles would have been absolute ; but 
in my view the latter words 1ust be taken in connection with the former 
end = the latter words standing alone would clearly have created an 
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VaueHan Witurams, L.J.—This case is a difficult one, but it is a case 
in which we have merely to construe the terms of a particular will and 
not to lay down any general rule. I am not prepared to differ from the 
conclusion of Buckley, J., but I say of this case what Lord Cranworth 
said in Roddy v. Fitzgerald: ‘‘ The decision of these cases is never very 
satisfactory because one cannot but feel that the real intention which the 
testator had in view is very frequently defeated instead of carried 
into effect. But the duty of the court is only to interpret the 
of the will, eeuene to certain well-known rules or canons of 
construction. - «+ Unless there is something a) t upon the face 
of the will to the contrary, technical rules ordinary canons of 
construction must prevail.’”? I am not inclined to favour such rules 
one jot more than previous authority compels me to favour them, because I 
am of opinion that these rules tend to prevent the court from giving 
effect to what is the obvious intention of a testator so far as his own words 
are concerned independently of the technical canons of construction which 
the judges have thought fit to adopt, and which are not present to the 
mind of the testator. I make this observation because I cannot but think 
that in the present case the court may be defeating the intention of the 
testator. In Page v. Hayward there was a clear gift of an estate tail 
in the first instance and I base my decision on Roddy v. Fitzgerald. 
As I understand that case it is a strong case to shew that 
the priméd facie meaning of ‘‘issue”’ is such that it is a word 
of limitation and not a word of purchase, and I so read it 
here. Now when once you read the word “issue”? in that way, 
and then read the clause in the codicil afterwards, it looks as if 
Roddy v. Fitzgerald applies exactly. It is sought to distinguish that 
case on the ground that there a general failure of issue was spoken of, 
while here it is a failure of a particular claes of issue. I do not quite see 
the force of that observation. I can see nothing to exclude from the 
present case the argument which applies to a general failure of issue, and 
I arrive at the same conclusion as Buckley, J. 

Romer, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CovnseL, Swinfen 
Eady, K.C., and Peterson; Haldane, K.C., Vaughan Hawkins, and Penn. 
Soutcrrors, Blair ¢ W. B. Girling ; Richard Smith § Sons, for Marshall § 
Bate, East Retford. 


{Reported by J. I. Srintivc, Barrister-at-Law. | 


PEPIN v. BRUYERE. No.2. 5th Nov. 


Conriict or Laws—Unarrestep Witt Goop Accorpixe To Frencn Law 
—Berevest or LEASBHOLDs In ENcLaND—Lex Rei Stres—Wutts Act. 


This was an appeal from the decision of Kekewich, J., reported 48 
W. R. 671 ; 1900, 2 Ch. 504. In this case the following question of law 
was set down for argument by order—namely, whether the beneficial 
interest of the testator, a French subject domiciled in France at the date 
of his will and of his death, in a leasehold messuage in England, passed by 
virtue of his unattested will to the specific legatee thereof, or whether the 
testator died intestate as to such beneficial interest. The testator died in 
the year 1895, leaving a holograph but unattested will which was made in 
French form and was valid according to the law of France, and letters of 
administration with the will annexed of the personal estate of the testator 
were granted by the Probate Division to the defendant Bruyére. Kekewich, 
J., held that the leasehold property, being part of the soil of England, did 
not pass by a will which did not comply with the formalities required by 
the Wills Act, notwithstanding that the will had been validly executed 
according to the law of the testator’s domicil. From this decision the 
legatee appealed. 

Tue Court (VaveHan Wituiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, LJJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

VaucHan Wituiams, L.J., said the question raised im this case was 
whether the Jeasehold property can be treated as malty so that the 
domicil of the testator will govern the disposition of the beneficial interest 
in the leaseholds. In his lordship’s opinion the judgment of Kekewich, 
J., was right. Speaking for himself he did not thmk he need go further 
than the case of Freke v. Lord Carbery (L. R. 16 Eq. 461). The whole basis 
of the judgment of Lord Selborne in that case was that although lease- 
hold property was a chattel interest for testamentary purposes, yet it must 
for the purpose of disposition be treated as land and follow the law of the 
land where itis situated. Further, the case of Duncan v. Lawson (41 Ch. D. 
394) seemed to cover the ent case, and the case of Jie Fogassieras v. 
Duport was almost identical with it. The judgment appealed from would 
therefore be affirmed. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., 
K.C., and Jason Smith; Warrington, K.C., and Mackay, 
Baker § Nairne ; Herbelet. 

{Reported by 8. E. Wiit:ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BEAVAN ». CRAWSHAY BROTHERS CYFARTHA (LIM.). 
5th Nov. 


Worxkmen’s OCompansation—DeranDants—FUNERAL Exrensss—Work- 
mpn’s Compensation Act, 1897, s. 7; Scuspue I. (1) (a) (iii.)—Worx- 


men’s Compgnsation Ruxes, 1898, n. 4 (3). 
This was an appeal from the decision of btn of the Merthyr Tydvil 
County Court in an arbitration under the W en’s Compensation Act, 
1897. The applicant for com tion was the mother of a work 
man who accidentally killed in the course of his 
The family consisted of the father, the mother, the 
another son, and a —— The father was living 
the time of the boy's and sent in a claim 
sation under the Act, but did proceed 
matter. Subsequently the father left his and it 


—Counszt, P. 0. Lawrence, 
Soxicrrors, 
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had since died. The mother carried on the proceedings and sent ina 
request for arbitration, and at the hearing before the county court judge 
claimed compensation on the footing of having been partially dependent 
on her son’s earnings at the time of his death. The evidence as to the 
earnings of the different members of the family was conflicting, but the 
employers asserted the effect of it to be as follows—that the father earned 
15s. a week, the deceased boy 8s. a week, and the other son 14s. a week. 
The mother maintained the deceased boy, and it was stated that the cost of 
maiataining him was 5s. 6d. a week, and that the total cost of maintaining 
the family wae 30s. The county court judge made an award in favour of 
the applicaut for the sum of 3s. a week for three years and a sum of £6 8s. 
for fun expenses. The employers appealed, and it was argued in 
support of the appeal—first, that the mother was not entitled to claim 
er the Act at ull, because, if anyone was ‘‘ dependent ’’ on the son’s 
earnings, it was the father and he had not been made a respondent 
to the proceedings as required by rule 4 (3) of the Workmen’s Compensa- 
tion Rules, 1898 ; secondly, that the evidence shewed that the mother was 
not in fact even partially dependent on the deceased ; thirdly, that the 
county court judge had no jurisdiction to award asum for funeral expenses, 
since Schedule I. (1) only provides for such an allowance in the case where 
the deceased has lett no dependants. 

Tue Covar (Cottins, M.R., Stirtinc and Maruew, L JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Coutts, M.R., said he doubted whether there was any necessity for the 
father to have been present before the county court judge as a party to 
the proceedings ; and in any case, as the point had not been taken at the 
hearing and no injustice had been done, it was too late to take it now. 
On the question ot dependency, which was a question of fact, this court 
would not review the decision of the county court judge. On the 
question as to the allowance for funeral expenses, he thought, on the true 
construction of Schedule I. (1), that funeral expenses might be a factor 
to be taken into consideration even in the case where dependants were left, 
and that, as the county court judge had not allowed the maximum com- 
v nsation and then allowed a further sum for funeral expenses, he had 
not acted ultra vires 

*TIRLING and Matuew, L.JJ., concurred —Counset, Francis Williams, 
K.C., and S. 7. Evans, K.U.; W.D. Benson. Soutcrrors, Schultz § Son; 
D. W. Jones § Co. 

[Reported by F. G. Ricken, Barrister-at-Law, } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CLIFFORD. SCOTT v. CLIFFORD. Buckley, J. 31st Oct 


Serrtep Lanp—Powers or Tenant ror Lire ro Cxarcs Sxerriep Estates 
Wir Costs or Conso.ipaTinc Morteace—Settizp Lanp Act, 1890, 
8s. 11—Meanrnc or ‘* Requrrep.’’ 

Under a deed of settlement a mother was entitled to a life interest 
iu the settled property, and her son was entitled absolutely subject to her 
life interest. ‘There were several mortgages on the property, one of them 
being for £15,500. All the mortgages carried interest at 4 per cent. per 
annum. The mortgagees of the £15,500 mortgage called in that mortgage. 
The tenant for life gave notice to pay off ail the other mortgages and to pro- 
vide the money to pay them off, including the £15,500 mortgage, granted 
a consolidating mortgage tor the amount required, but at 34 per cent. per 
annum interest. The question before the court was whether the tenant for 
life had power under tne tection to charge the settled property with the 
additional costs of the transaction incurred by granting the consolidating 

instead of merely obtaining a transfer of the £15,500 mortgage. 

In otner words what was the meaning of the word “‘ required ’’ in the llth 
section of the Settled Land Act of 1890. Other material facts are to be 
found in the judgment. On behalf of the applicant it was argued that 
the whole transaction was done in good faith and for the benefit of all 
concerned. section 11 of the Act ot 1890 gave the power in question to 
the tenant for life. Not only was the tenant for life benefited by increase 
of income, but the remainderman was benefited also, for he would receive 
income on the death of the tenant for life, and the fact that 
there was now more incom: available for the tenant for life lessened the 
of the tenant for life having recourse to capital to make up her income 
£1,000 a year. To consolidate all the mortgages at once was much 
than to get transfers piecemeal. The tenant for life could have 
her object in any case by getting the several mortgagees to 
in their mortgages. Un behalf of the remainderman it was urged 
that here tne limitations were legal; therefore the court could not be 
called upon to execute any trusts. The power, therefore, sought by the 
tenant for life must be got only under the Act of 1890. The only 
money required was so much as was needed to effect a transfer of the 
£15,500 mortgage. The whole transaction was to provide the present 
tenant for lite with a larger income, and the costs of such a proceeding 
ought not to be charged against the remainderman. The income from 
the estate was ample and there was practically no risk of recourse 
being made to capital. 

Buckizr, J.—Under the Settled Land Act, 1882, a tenant for life had no 

er to mortgage the settled land except in the cases mentioned in eection 

8 of that Act where money was required for enfranchisement or 

equality of exchange or partition. There was power to cell the land but 

not to mortgage it. In 1490 there was passed section 11 of the Settled Land 

Act of that year, which for the first time gave power to mortgage for 

other purposes, The dominant words of that section are ‘“‘ Where money 

is required for the purpose of discharging an incumbrance on the settled 

Ignd or part thereof,” and the ques I have to consider here is what 

isthe meaning of the word “ required”? Where the mortgagee gives 


i 


nt 





notice to call in his money the word is clearly satisfied ; the money is 
required for the purpose of discharging an incumbrance on the 
eettled land or part thereof. But is the section confined to that? 
I think that it is not. The section must be read as if it meant 
‘*Where money is reasonably required having regard to the circum- 
stances of the settled land’’; and in fact Mr. Dunham, who has 
argued this case on behalf of the remainderman, did not contend 
to the contrary. The facts with which I have to deal here are that there 
were on the settled estate, of which the applicant is tenant for life, several 
mrtgages, the largest for £15,500 and several others, at the date of the 
settlement, making up £22,000 and there were later incumbrances bringing 
the total to £26,043. ‘bat being so, the mortgagee for £15,500 gave 
notice calling in his money. That money was certainly ‘‘ required,’ and 
the tenant for life would certainly have been entitled to mortgage the 
settled land in order to raise the costs of obtaining a transfer of that 
mortgage. When she went into the matter she found that the £15,500 
could not be readily transterred, but that if she were able to consolidate all 
the mortgages the could get £26,043 at 3} cent. instead of 4 per cent. 
Accordingly, notice to call in having been given to her by the mortgagee of 
the £15,500, she gave notice to the other mortgagees of her intention to pay 
them off, and she effected a mortgage for £26,043 at 34 percent. If she 
had raised the £15,500 it would have been within her right to charge the 
csts of doing so on the settled estate, and those costs are said to amount 
to £480. The costs of the whole transaction amounted to a larger sum, 
and the difference is said to be £180 or £200. ‘The only question is 
whether she is entitled to charge that difference on the settled land. IfI 
am right in my view of the section I have to consider whether the money 
was “ reasonably required ’’ for the benefit of the estate, and whether the 
tenant for life has acted properly, and how does it affect the remainder- 
man? Under the settlement the tenant for life had the income with a 
right to resort to capital if the income fell below £1,000 If she saves 
4 per cent. interest on the mortgages the income wil! be larger by £129 a 
year, and the probability of resorting to capital will be less, and that will 
be a benefit to the remainderman. Again, when he comes into the property 
he will succeed to a largerincome. Was it reasonable on her part to replace 
4 per cent. mortgages by 3} per cent. mortgages; and were the costs of 
doing so reasonably incurred? I answer that they were. If I am right in 
my construction of the section she was justified in acting as she did and 
the costs ought to be raised by mortgage of the estate. I may say that in 
arriving at the conclusion I have come to I am fortified by the judgment of 
Kekewich, J., in a case of In re Pare’s Settled Estate, with a copy of which 
I have been furnished by Mr. H, Fellows (as amicus curie). The judg- 
ment was delivered on the 2lst of December, 1897, in chambers, but it 
appears to have been a written judgment and initialed by the learned 
judge, and in it he held that it would be a narrow construction of the 
section to hold that ‘** required’’ met only the case of a calling in of a 
mortgage by the mortgagee and that it extended to all cases in which the 
economical administration of the settled estate reasonably demanded that a 
mortgage should be paid off whether for the purpose of transfer or other- 
wise. Mrs. Scott is therefore entitled to raise these costs by mortgage of 
the settled estate.—CounssL, Buckmaster ; Fellows; Dunham. Souicrrors, 
Clayton, Sons, § Fargus; Taylor, Hoare, § Pilcher, for Russell § Musgrove, 
Birmingham ; Pritchard § Sons. 
(Reported by R. Lurch Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DAVENPORT ». MARSHALL, Buckley, J. 29th Oct. 


Hvuspanp anD Wire—Marriace SerrLeMent—Oovenant 10 SeTrie Arrer- 
ACQUIRED Property —“‘ Durine THE Mareiace’’—JupiciaL SEPARATION— 
Marrionrat Causes Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vier. c. 85). 


In this case a covenant to settle property acquired during the marriage 
was held not to include property acquired after judicial separation. 
By a marriage settlement executed in 1868 by the intended wife, the 
defendant, then Rosa L. Davenport, who was an infant under twenty-one 
years of age, she and her intended husband covenanted with the 
trustees of the settlement that all real and personal property to which the 
lady then was, or she and the intended husband in her righr “ shall at any 
time during the said intended marriage become beneticially entitled, in 
possession or reversion,’’ except certaiu articles mentioned and legacies 
uader £100, should be transferred to the trustees upon certain trusts. 
The m e took place the same day. At that date the defendant was 
entitled under the will of her maternal grsndfather to certain property 
which was held upon trust for her upon the death of her mother, 
who was still living. In 1875 the defendant ob‘ained a decree 
for judicial separation from her husvand. Her mother died in 
1900, and by her will gave the defendant a moiety of the residue 
of her real and personal property for her sepsrate use. Upon 
the death of her motoer the defendant for the first time repudiated 
the settlement snd the covenant contained in it, of the contents of which 
ic was stated in the case she was not previously aware. A special case was 
now presented to the court in the action asking whether the settlement 
was valid and binding on the defendant, and whether the trustees of the 
settlement were now entitled under the covenant to the share of the 
defendant (1) in the estate of her grandfather, and (2) to the share 
bequeathed to her by her mother. There were three children of the 
marriage, who were all of age. 

Bucxiey, J.—Tne question whether the defendant is bound by the 
tettlement is entirely covered by Edwards v. Carter (1893, A. O. 360). She 
attaimed her majority thirty years ago; she concurred in a deed appoint- 
ing & new trustee of the settlement in 1884, and she cannot now be neard 
to say that she was not aware of its conteats, and is not bound by it. As 
to the lady’s share of her "s estate, it is y within the 
covenant. As regards her under her mother’s will, she became en- 
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titled to it after the date of the judicial separation, and the question arises 
whether she became entitled to ic ‘* during the marriage.’’ Now, in one sense 
she did, because the marriage has not come to an end, as the parties may 
come to live together again. But did she become entitled during the 

the covenant? In Re Edwards (22 W. R. 144, L. R. 9 Ch. App. 97) the 
Gourt of Appeal held that a covenant to settle atter-acquired property in 
the absence of expressions to the contrary only operated during coverture 
upon the ground that the primary object of the covenant is to prevent the 

y falling under the control of the husband. In Dawes v. Creyke 
(99 Souictrors’ JouRNAL 669, 33 W. R. 869, L. R. 30 Ch. D. 500) Bacon, 
¥.0., decided that property coming to the wife after judicial separation 
was not within a covenant to settle property acquired “during the 
everture.”” The iatention is to exclude the husband. It he is excluded 
the reason of the covenant ceases and the covenant does not apply. I 
think that the words ‘‘ during the said intended marriage ’’ mean during 
avoverture in which there are existing the usual marital rights of the 
husband, and that consequently the property acquired by the wife in 1900 
js not within it.—OounseL, H. Terrell, K.C., and Dickinson ; Ingpen, K.O., 
and J K. Darley. Soxicrrors, Colman § Knight. 

[Reported by Nevittz Tessurr, Barrister-at-Law.] 


ke JONES. ELGOOD v. JONES. e JONES. ELGOOD v. KINDERSLEY. 
Buckley, J. 5th Nov. 


ApmInIsTRATION—Costs or ADMINISTRATION—REAL AND Personat Estate 
—Metuop or APPORTIONMENT—LAND TRANSFER Act, 1897 (60 & 61 Vict. 
c. 65), 8S. 2, SUB-SECTION 3. 


The above actions were brought by the administratrix with the will 
annexed of the testatrix for the administration of the real and personal 
estate of the testatrix. The first action was against one of the next-of-kin, 
and the second action was against the coheiresses of the testatrix as well as 

st the defendant of the first action. These two actions had been 
consolidated by order and came on for further consideration. The 
testatrix had after certain bequests given her residuary real and 
personal estate to her brother, who had died before her, and there 
was so far an intestacy. She died in March, 1899. A question 
arose a8 to how the costs, charges, and expenses incurred in the 
administration of the estate shou'd be borne as between the real end the 
personal estate, whether rateably according to their amounts, or whether 
the personal estate ought to bear the general costs, and the real estate only 
the costs so far as they had been increased by the administration of the 
real estate, according to the rule laid down in Patching v. Barnett (51 L. J. 
Oh. 74) and Re Middleton (30 W. R. 293, L. BR. 19 Oh. D. 552). It was 
argued on behalf ot the next-of-kin that as under the Land Transfer Act, 
1897, the real estate vested in the administratrix, the costs of obtaining 
probate and administration should now be borne be the realty and 
personalty rateably. ‘ 

Buckiey, J., after holding that the two actions were in reality one for 
administration of the real and personal estate, said that the proviso in 
section 2, sub-section 3, of the Act prevented the Act making any differ- 
ence, and that the former rule as laid down in Patching v. Barnett and Re 
Middleton »till remained.—Counset, R. J. Parker; £. Ford; Mitchell ; 
¢. E. Bovill. foutcrrors, Arkeoll, Cockell, § Chadwick; Blythe, Dutton 
Hartley, § Blythe ; Lawrence, Graham, § Co. 


{Reported by Nevittz Tessutt, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 


NAIRNE ». NAIRNE. 4th Nov. 
Juprcrat Separation—Wrvre’s Peririon—NSo.icirors’ Costs. 


This was a summons taken out by Meerrs. Gedge, Kirby, & Millet, 
wlicitors, calling on the respondent to shew cause why he, as the 
respondent in proceedings for judicial e+paration, should not pay the 


taxed costs of the petitioners. Tae summons originally came on in 
chambers, but Barnes, J., thought the care ought to be adjourned into 
= court. it appeared that on the 8th of December, 1900, Mrs. Nairne 
a petition for a judicial separation on the ground of her husband’s 
quelty. The husbund merely traversed the charges. The cause 
was set down on the 18th of February, but in April Mrs. Nairne 
informed Messrs. Gedge, Kirby, & Millet that she was going 
back to her husband, and on the 19th of April the suit was stayed by the 
—s: solicitors. On the 29th of May Messrs. Gedge, Kirby, & 
Millet wrote to the petitioner requesting Mrs. Nairne to relieve them of the 
neponsibility of advising her any further, but to that letter they received 
to answer. The suit, however, was not abandoned, and on the 3rd of 
july Messre. Gedge, Kirby, & Millet brought in a bill of costs amountiug 
£258 for taxation. For the respondent it was argued that Messrs 
Gelge, Kirby, & Millet were not now the petitioner's solicitors, and had no 
wuthority to act for her, and further that the petitioner had separate 
tstate, and as there had been no security for costs the respondent was not 
liable. It was iurther contended that the solicitors had made no proper 
inquiries before filing the petition, which was a quite unnecessary one. 
The following cases were cited: Taylor v. Hailstone (52 L. J. Q B. 101), 
Baylis v. Taylor (12 W. R. 324), Rice v. Shepherd (12 CO. B. 332), Harrison v 
Harrison (13 P. D. 180), Hali v. Hall (3 Sw. & Tr. 390), Smith v. Smith (7 
PD, 84), Robertson v. Robertson (6 P. D. 119), Ottaway v. Hamilton (3 
OP. D. 393), Flower v. Flower (3 P. D. 132), and rules 127 and 1z8 of the 
ree Court. 

Banas, J., in delivering judgment, said that a solicitor could onlyact for a 
dint while he had authority to do so ; if he was not instructed how could he 
Rove? He (the learned judge) in the course of the case had asked whether 


Mr. Priestley appeared for the wife or her solicitors, and it seemed perfectly 
clear that the sum mons was issued, not on behalf of the petitioner at all, but 
on behalf of her solicitors. It had been — that the solicitors required 
protection, but the machinery prescribed by this court in the ma ter of 
securing the wife’s costs was not for the protection of solicitors at th 

for the wife. If they had thought right they could have ted - 
selves and the court could not shut its eyes to the fact the suit had 
not been abandoned, but was merely 5 The solicitors had 
themselves intimated that they were no longer desirous of acting 
for the wife, and for them to now bring in their bill for taxation was not 
in accordance with the practice of the court. They were to> late. More- 
over, if was not brought in by the wife's solicitors, but by solicitors who 
had formerly acted for the wife. The wife being entitled to pledge her 
husband's credit, the solicitors had their common law remedy him ; 
but this court had not now jurisdiction. Tne procedure of the court had 
been most fully gone into by Lord Hannen in Smith v. Smith (7 P. D. 84), 
where it was carefully explained that the object of the procedure was to 
protect the wife so as to enable her to defend herself. The summons must 
be dismissed with costs against Messrs. Gedge, Kirby, & Millet.—CovnszL, 
Priestley ; Barnard. Soutcrrors, Gedge, Kirby, § Millet ; Moberly § Wharton. 

[Reported by Gwynwe Hatt, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
STODDART v. HAWKE. Div. Court. 6th Nov. 


Gaminc—Hovse Usgsp ror Berrryc—Covpons ror Paizes Issugp ny 
APPELLANT FROM Orrice In Lonpon—Monzy Recetvep ApRoAD—OCon- 
vicTion—Betrine Act, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 119), ss. 1, 3. 


This was an appeal from a decision of an alderman sitting as a magistrate 
for the City of London, who had convicted the appellant under 16 & 17 
Vict. c. 119 (the Betting Act, 1853). The short point was, Whether a 
man infringed the Act who did not receive money in the house which was 
incriminated as a betting-house within the of the Act, but 
accepted the money in a foreign country. What was done in this country 
was to issue from the house certain coupons inviting persons to send money 
to an address in Holland. It appeared from the special case that the 
informations were preferred by John Hawke under the Act against 
Joseph Stoddart ‘‘ for that he being the owner of a certain office and place, 
to wit, an office and place at 10, Red Lion-court, Fleet-street, in the said 
City of London, unlawfully did on the 15th of March, 1901, and on divers 
other dates between the said date and the 21st of March, 1901, open, keep, 
and use the said office and place for the purpose of money and valuabie 
things being received ty unt os thee @f hin os ent Se 6 
consideration of an undertaking and i 
events on contingencies relating to horse-racing and the game of 
football.” The charges also referred to other dates between the 
8th of March and 2nd of May. In the case it was also stated that it had 
been proved or admitted that the applicant, Mr. was the 
proprietor of Sporting Luck, and 10, Red Lion-court was his publishing 
offices. Copies of the newspapers were put in containing advertisements 





| relating to sporting coupon competitions and copies of coupons called 
| ** International Supplement.” These coupons could be obtained with or 
without the ne free of charge. It was also proved that subsequent 

to the issue of the 8th of March postal orders cont ba septetaed envelopes 
to “J. Stoddart, Sporting Luck, Midde:burg, Holland,” were accepted 
for the said competitions. These postal orders were returned through 
Dutch bankers, with whom George Stoddart, son of the appellant, had an 
account. It was also proved that George stoddart had assisted his father 
at 10, Red Lion-court, where he also carried on a betting business under 
the style of J. & H. Drew, being guaranteed by his father. Upon the 
facts the case stated that counrel for the appellant contended: (1) [hat 
it was n for the prosecution to prove that the ap t received 
the money at 10, Red Lion-court; (2) that there was no evidence that he 
vccupied that office for the receipt of money; and (3) that the receipt 
must be a receipt at the time the was made and the promise to pay 
given. For the respondent it was main'ained that the sending of the 
money to the appellant and G. Stoddart by way of Middelburg, the bulk 
beivg in postal orders which could be cashed in this country, was 
merely a subterfuge. The magictrate found that Stoddart was 
acting at Middelburg as agent for, oras jointly intere-ted with the appellant 
in the receipt of the moneys posted to burg and that the peng 
had himself received some of the postal orders, and he i = 
victed the appellant. The question for the decision of the High Court 
was whether tne alderman came to a correct determination ia point of Jaw, 
and if not, what should be done on the facts proved. In support of the 
appeal it was now argued that the Act was passed for the > 
betting, but of betting-houses, and Davis v. Stevenson (62 L. T. 436), 
Bradford v. Dawson (66 L. J. Q. B, 191), Cox v. Andrews (53 Ls. J. M. C. 34), 
Powell v. Kempton Park Racecourse Co, (1899, A. C. 143) were cited. For the 
respondent counsel a:ked the court to look at the of the section which 
shewed that no house or office should be used for the purpose of the owner 
betting with any persons :e orting thereto for the of money or 
valuable things being received by or on behalf of such owner as a considera- 
tion of a promise to pay a bet. one Bae ene wee oe 
magistrate could find that this house was by the t either for 
the p of betting with persons thereto or for the purposes of 
money being received iu consideration of a promise ting toa 
contingency. ‘The money to paid being money as a consideration 
the app: llant’s promise to pay a prize brought the appellant within the 
mischief of the statute. 





Tue Oovrr affirmed the conviction. 
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Lord Atverstone, 0.J., said that having regard to the preamble to the 


judgment in Powell v. Kempton Park Racecourse Co. in the House of Lords 
he thought that they ought to say that the substantial offence which was 
intended to bs hit at was keeping a place for the purpose of the owner 


receiving the money, and it would defeat the intention of the Legislature if 
they were to add or imply into the words ‘‘for the purpose of money or 
valuable things being received ’’ the words ‘‘ at that place.’’ The issue of 
the coupons was a necessary part of the system by means of which Mr. 
Stoddart received the money, and he was clearly of opinion that there was 
evidence upon which the alderman could convict. He was glad to be 
able to come to that conclusion, though he did not toink the case was 
perfectly clear, because the system of betting carried on by the appellant 
could do irreparable mischief in a few weeks. 

Daruine and Onanne.t, JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—OCounsex, 
Lord Coleridge, K.O., Stutfield, M. Shearman, and Bovill Smith; Horace 
Avory, K.C., and Mackay. Sotscrrors, Le Brasseur § Oakley ; Malkin § Co. 

[Reported by Exsxine Rev, Barnster-at-Law, | 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


SOLICITORS’ MANAGING CLERKS’ ASSOCIATION, 
Tue Law or Prescrirtion. 

The inaugural lecture of the present session was delivered by Mr. O. 
Leigh Clare, M.P., before the Solicitors’ Managing Clerks’ Association, in 
the Inner Temple Hall, on Thursday, the 31st ult., the subject being 
** Some Points on the Law of Prescription.’’ 

Sir Francis Jeune, who presided, congratulated the association upon 
the lectures which it had organized. Tney had become now something 
like a permanent institution, as they had been continued for so longa 
period. The lectures served a double purpose, their main intention being 
the instruction of those who were in tne early days of their professional 
career. But there were those present who came, not to be instructed for 
the first time in these subjects, for he supposed they had heard something 
of them before, but because it was an interesting and useful thing for men 
at any stage of their professional career to recall the main features of 
that jurisprudence which they had to administer, to learn from those who 
were qualified to speak upon the various subjects, to keep up their 
recollections and to entertain new ideas. He had heard chancellors, chief 
justices, jand other judges candidly admit that propositions put before 
them sometimes took them by surprise, but that betore the end of the 
case was reached they were compelled to recognize that they never- 
theless formed part of the law ot this country. He remembered that 
—_ Chief Justice Coleridge used often to say, ‘* Well, one lives and 
earns. 

Mr. Lzeicn Crane eaid the subject was one of very great difficulty aud 
perplexity. It was one of the oldest branches of the law. Prescription 
nad found its place in the works of writers before text-books were invented, 
as far back, indeed, as legal memory could go. And it was singularly 
apposite that prescription should go back so far, because the essence of 
prescription prior to the Act of 1832 was memory. The question of what 
was legal memory was discussed in the reign of Richard I. asin later reigns, 
and after a time strict evidence gave way to legal fiction. It was often said 
by those who knew nothing of the principles of law that legal fictions were 
legal absurdities. There were many which were not absurdities at all, 
and many which had conferred the greatest possible benefit upon Englieh- 
men, and all those who had recourse to English law. The essence of all 
prescription was to recognize that great principle of English law, that if 
you could possibly attribute an honest and legal motive to what was being 
done you ought to doso. He would illustrate this in a somewhat humbie 
way. lf you saw a man walking along the Strand with a hat on his head 
and a newspaper under his arm, the assumption was that the hat belonged 
to him and the newspaper also. He did not know that the same inference 
could be drawn with regard to an umbrella, and his honesty and right of 
property therein, as umbrellas stood in a somewhat peculiar position. 
When they had seen a man exercising openly, and for a long time and 
without dispute, any particular right, the law assumed that his action was 
rightful aud not wrongful. In the early days of the theory of 
presciption what a man had to prove in order to ju:tify his right 
to a particular right in respect of which he prescribed, was 
that tnat right had been enjoyed by him and his predecessors 
entitled as far back as legal memory can go. The bounds of legal memory 
were shifted at least once and perhaps twice. The Statute of 
Westminster had something to do with it. But it was found that you 
could not constantly be shifting its back part forward, if he might so 
put it, and accordingly lawyers invented the fiction that when you had 
had enjoyment as a right and without interruption for twenty years the 
law assumed that that enjoyment must have had a legal origin and upon 
that they got the absolute tiction of a lost grant. So much was that a 
fiction invented largely for the purpose of giving a legal title to a right 
which had been enjoyed for a long time, that since the theory was started 
that one might plead a lost grant, the judges were driven to invent a 
practice in order to afford the means of meeting the fiction, and to say that 
no evidence could be permitted to shew that there was such a grant 
at all. Things went on from the early times down to the reign 
of William lil. and the year 1832. Of course, 500 or 600 years 
having gone by, the law courts were filled with an accumulation 
of difficulties and greater or less absurdities arising out of the 
necestity of attemptiag to prove what really did not exist; and it 
had become necessary in order to meet the ordinary exigencies of 
life that there should be some fixed rule, some rule having something like 





certainty u 
deal wi' e subject should make up their minds to distinguish clearly ip 
prescription between limitation and custom. Prescription was the sanctiog 
which the law gave to a right which might be fairly assumed from thy 
nature and extent of the user. The Statutes of Limitation were a bar to thy 
assertion of rights through the medium of actions. And customs, 
were things which grew up, and might grow up after a very short period, 
They might be recognized in different trades and people were assumej 
to contract in those trades with to the ordinary customs 
The two things were essentially different both in their origin, in the way 
in which they were proved, and also in their very nature, and it wa 
essential that those who had to study the subject should bear in mind 
clearly and distinctly that there were great distinctions between them, 
The Act of 1832 dealt not only with easements, but also with rights of 
common, and it dealt in some cases with customs, but customs in ratherg 
different sense to those to which he had just alluded. The Act dealt 
principally with one great side of the subject, that of light, and it started 
with the idea of getting rid of one of the difficulties which lay in the way 
of a person asserting a right by prescription before the Act. The Agt 
simply mentioned twenty years’ enjoyment as necessary in the case of 
light, but in the case of right of way it must be shewn not only to have 
been enjoyed for twenty years, but enjoyed as a right. So long as the 
light had come to the house, it was immaterial whether there had been 
personal enjoyment by the occupier or owner ornct. With regard to rightof 
way there must be actual personal and continuous enjoyment. In the caseof 
Hollins v. Verney (11 Q. B. D. 715) the right asserted was the passing over 
defendant’s property to get coppice wood, the coppice being cut but once 
in thirteen or fourteen years according to the custom of the North of 
England. There it was held that the enjoyment was so broken that it 
could not be called continuous enjoyment. A great many people assumed 
that twenty years’ user would givea right, but it must be twenty years next 
before some action. So that if there was twenty years’ user and thena 
disuser or abandonment of right for sixteen or eighteen months, and then 
an action was brought to try the right, unless user could be shewn during 
the last year, the right could not be established. But there must be 
twenty years’ user without obstruction. The Act required the obstraction 
to be for a year, so that an enjoyment for nineteen years and a day would 
give a right, because there could no longer be an obstruction for 365 days, 
‘That had been decided in the case of Flight v. Thomas (8 Ol. & F, 231), which 
went to the House of Lords. That being so, a particular suitor had com- 
menced his action between the end of the nineteen years and a day and the 
end of the twentieth year, but he was told that he did not get his right 
until the twenty years had expired, and he lost his case. There werea 
number of other stumbling-blocks over which people who attempted to 
assert prescriptive rights continually fell. In the later sections of the Act 
there were qualifications with regard to the person against whom claims 
might be made, with regard to prescription and perhaps also the Statute of 
Limitations. It was one of the cases where it was an advantage to be an idiot 
because the period during which one was an idiot did not count under certain 
circumstances with a view to establishing a right against him. With the 
exception of a claim to light, certainly in the case of a claim 
to right of way, one could only claim against an owner of 
land by shewing that during the whole prescriptive period—whether it be 
twenty or forty years—the land over which the right was claimed had 
been the property of someone who had been in a position to resist and t 
make a grant. With the exception of light, the whole theory of prescrip 
tion depended upon the assumption that at some time or another ther 
may have been a grant, and if it could be shewn that the owner was unable 
to make a grant, as a rule the right of prescription would fail. There wer 
one or two great inconveniences in the law as it stands at present. He 
supposed that many of those whom he was addressing had come across cases 
in which large areas of building land could not be utilized by reason of some 
claim which had been made by the owner of a small window. He remem 
bered a case where, in consequence of there being a window about the size af 
a quarto sheet of paper, and which was used for lighting the way downto 
a coal-shoot, the neighbour on the other side of the road was oe 
prevented from utilizing £30,000 or £40,000 worth of 
Because the law was that if you have a right to light coming to you 
window you are entitled to have that light coming to the window 
in the way and to the extent which it has come with a reasonable 
allowance during the period of prescription. It seemed to him 
that that was a very great defect in the law. There ought 
to be power put into the hands of the courts to say that where the 
inconvenience and the loss to the owner of the ancient light is infinitesi 
compared with the injury inflicted on his neighbour by being restrained 
from building on valuable land, and infinitesimal compared with the inj 
inflicted upon the public to whom building on that land in many cases 
essential—the courts should have power to say it is a question for compen 
sation and not of injunction. Cases might then very often be dealt with 
in a reasonable way. His own experience was that, whether he had appeared 
for the owner of the light or for the person against whom the right wa) 
asserted, in many cases the right to light was used out of proportion # 
the value of the light, and in many cases for exacting what he could n# 
help calling blackmail from the unfortunate neighbour. That ou 
to be put a stop to, and he hoped that some day or another those who 
able to carry legislation through would introduce a Bill to remedy . 
he thought to be a great injustice. But at present it was almost impossiblt 
to get legislation such as this through Parliament. To attempt to int 
duce it by a private member without the assistance of the Governm 
would be absolutely impossible. 
Un the motion of Mr. Sroxes (president), seconded by Mr. Tunstall 
(hon. secretary), a vote of thanks was passed to the} chairman, @ 





lecturer, and the benchers, 












m which all these cases should be tried. Those who had } #% ——— 
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Sir FrancisJEUNE, vepenting, said he entirely concurred with Mr. Leigh 
Clare’s observations that the law with regard to prescription required amend - 
mentas he had suggested. There were many cases where it worked hardly. 
He had always thought that the courts of equity had somewhat neglected 
their duty in this respect. Equity ought to have said it was not equitable 
that this sort of thing should happen, and that they should refuse to grant 
jnjunctions in cases of the kind referred to. But he also was afraid that 
Parliament would never do anything to remedy it. It was a very danger- 
ous thing to alter the law in small respects, and if once Parliament took 
to altering the details of the law they might take to altering decisions of 
the court which ought to stand. He did not feel at all inclined to trust 
entirely to Parliament to say what decisions in law ought to be. The 
consolation as year by year went on was that he did not think we should 
ever get any Acts of Parliament revising the settled principles of the laws 
of England. 
Laos Crane also returned thanks, 


HUDDERSFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


On the 30th ult. the annual meeting of Huddersfield Law Society was 
held at the society’s rooms. Mr. E. Foster Brook, Deputy Official Receiver, 
the president, occupied the chair. There was a good attendance. After 
eet of the committee and the statement of accounts had been read 
and , 

 ———_ delivered his address. He said that much of the pressure 
of work in the High Court might be relieved by a better organization of the 
judicial strength of the country. Surely cases of very ordinary crimes in 
the calendar of every assize could be allocated to county court judges, re- 
corders, and others holding judicial appointments. Instead of increasing 
thenumber of judges in the High Court, as is often advocated, he thought 
the appointment of judges who would take not only the county court 
work of a district, but also try a large number of prisoners who are 
now tried at assizes, would economize the time and energies of the 
judges of the High Court. Of course the number of judges of 
county court rank would have to be increased, as of late years there 
had been a large amount of work thrown upon them. In such a schemeas he 
advocated some of the contentious proceedings, involving claims up to £10, 
which now occupy a judge’s time in the county court should be disposed of 
by the registrar. What could be said in support of a system which allowed 
ajudge to be taken from his work in some large and busy commercial centre 
togo and open an assize in some remote country town where one case, and 
that of not first-rate importance, made up the list of civil business? It 
was far more important to have all the cases in the High Court promptly 
tried than to sacrifice the interests of litigants for the sake of keeping up 
the ancient custom of judges periodically visiting every county with the 
pomp and ceremony which properly accompanied the opening of an assize. 
With modern travelling facilities it would not be difficult to group 
counties together, and have judges sitting in large centres. Solicitors, who 
have direct relations with litigants, knew how harassing it was to have 
cases pending for a considerable time through judges leaving London 
t go on circuit. It seemed to him very unfair that so many short- 
comings of the law should be so constantly attributed to the sinister 
infuence of solicitors, A speedy administration of justice was of as 
great advantage to solicitors as to their clients. As it was, many 
cases were settled to avoid litigation in the High Court, or sent to arbitra- 
tion, and it was impossible to answer approximately questions of clients as 
to what the costs of a case would be, or to say what course a trial would 
take in London. What business men asked of our courts was a fair trial on 
the merits, free from costly preliminary proceedings which, in many cases, 
do not help in any way to a better trial of the matters in dispute. It wasa 
nistake to imagine, as many laymen do, that it is to the interest of solicitors 
that litigation is tedious and expensive ; he believed the interests of solicitors 
ad the public are identical, that a speedy hearing and thorough sifting of 
the merits of cases was what the public wanted, and that the nearer that was 
approached the more work solicitors would have and the more satisfaction in 
Seal Every year added so many volumes to the lawyer's library that it 
was becoming a superhuman task to keep pace with the vast accumulation 
ofreports. Only those cases should be reported which laid down some new 
Minciple or usefully illustrate the sy of some old one. The only 
way out of the labyrinth of judge-made law was to be found in the codifica- 
tion of the law. Very little progress has been made in this direction in the 
lust twenty years. ‘Ihe codes which had dealt with certain branches of our 
lw—the Bills of Exchange Act, the Partnership Act, and the Sale of 
foods Act—were steps in the right direction. More attention should be 
jaid by Parliament to moulding the laws, which should be enacted in a 
fm which the people could readily have access to and understand. 
It never seemed to occur to the average laymen that with a Parliament 
laving practically six hundred members, almost all ready to amend every 

it was impossible to work in the numerous amendments and keep them 
interfering with the harmony of the whole aan Perhaps ” 
Measure in recent times received greater attention when passing throug’ 
Purliament than the Workmen's Compensation Act of 1897; yet no measure 
lad been a greater source of litigation. He bad little doubt that many of 
tte expressions in that Act which had led to litigation were introduced by 
. The best way to improve methods of legislating would be that 
p agag by Sir Henry Fowler, M.P., president of the Incorporated Law 
of the United Kingdom—namely, to submit amended Bills to the 
expert Government draftsmen to report upon, so that Parliament 
have an opportunity of amending errors language, confusion of 
g, or conflict with existing law. He conclu by thanking the 
Wicers of the society for their loy ag 
On the motion of Mr. A. H. J. Fieroner, seconded by Mr, KE. T. 


‘ 





Woopuezap, thanks were voted to the president, secretaries, treasurer, and 
committee for their services during the past year. 

Mr. E. Foster Broox was reappointed president by acclamation. 

Mr. J. W. Prexcy proposed that the following members of the society be 
appointed to the offices named: Hon. treasurer, Mr. H. W. Jackson ; hon. 
secretaries, Messrs. E. G. Learoyd and Edwin Sykes ; committee, Messrs. T. 
D. Ruddock, H. Owen, W. Ramsden, W. L. Wilmsharst, J. J. Booth, F. 
Sykes, A. Swift, F. W. Mills, J. H. Turner, and A. E. T. Hinchcliffe ; and 
auditors, Messrs. A. W. Bate and D. J. Bailey. 

Mr. James Syxzs seconded the resolution, and it was passed. 

Mr. James Sykes proposed that the society recommend to the committee 
the appointment of Mr, William Ramsden as deputy-chairman of 
committees. 

Mr. F. W. Mitts seconded the resolution, and it was passed. 

On the motion of Mr, F. A. Rgzp, seconded by Mr. James Syxzs, thanks 
were voted to the president for presiding, and the proceedings closed. 


UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Nov. 4.—Mr. C. H. Kirby in’ the chair.—Mr. H. Drysdale Woodcock 
moved: “That this house condemns the Government for its treatment of 
General Buller.” Mr. J. R. Yates opposed. There also spoke Messrs, 
0. A. Hopkioson, A. H. Richardson, and ©. Kains-Jackson. Mr. H. 
Drysdale Woodcock replied. The motion was lost by five votes. 








THE LAND TRANSFER ACT. 


The following is the form of the petition which, as we mentioned last 
week, has been numerously and influentially signed, and presented to the 
Corporation of the City of London: 

To the Right Honourable the Lord Mayor, Aldermen and Commons of 
the City of London, in Common Council assembled. 

The humble petition of the undersigned bankers, merchants, and other 
persons carrying on busiaess in the City of London, sheweth : 

1. That your petitioners are owuers of or otherwise greatly interested in 
valuable freehold and leasehold properties in the City of London, 

2. That your petitioners have observed that it is proposed to bring into 
operation in the City of London, on the Ist of January next, the new 
system of compulsory registration of title, which has been, since the 1st of 

anuary, 1899, in operation in other parts of the County of London. 

3. That your petitioners believe that the operation of this system is 
attended with grave inconveniences and drawbacks, and that, in particular, 
it largely increases the expense and delay incident to the purchase or mort- 
guge of property, without any corresponding benefit to the vendor, purchaser, 
mortgagor, or mo’ ee. 

4. ‘That your petitioners are aware that very serious and well-founded 
complaints are made by persons who have already had experience of the 
system in the districts ia London waere it has been in operation. 

5. That your petitioners have also good reason to believe that the opera- 
tion of the system introduces elements of extreme complication ; for instance, 
the necessity of relying upon the ordnance map for the sole identification 
of property would, as regards UVity property, create the very gravest diffi- 
culty, in view of the fact that many of the buildings are dealt with in 
separate rooms on separate floors, and the diversity of interests in those 
buildings is consequently very great; in addition to which the numerous 
and complicated transactions hourly occurring in the City of London, some 
of which might require registration, whilst the large majority would not, 
would render the registration of title whelly delusive and unreliable, 

6. That your petitioners are impressed with the fact thas the Act of 1897, 
enacting compulsory registration of title, was passed by Parliament as an 
experimental measure only, and that under 1ts provisions some 20,000 titles 
have already been registered in other parts of the County of London, and 
they respectfully submit that ample material already exists for an 
independent inquiry, and that the present system should not be extended to 
the City of London until such an independent inquiry has taken place. 

7. [nat having regard to the large number of properties that would be 
affected, and the immense value, complexity and importance of the interests 
involved, your petitioners submit that, under existing circumstances, the 
present system is not one that should come into operation in the City of 
London on the 1st January next, 

8. Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that the corporation will use 
its great influence to bring about the further postponement of the appli- 
cation of the Act to the City of London until such an inquiry has been 
held and corcluded. 

And your petitioners will ever pray. 








Lord Justice Mathew was some years ago, says the Liverpool Post, the hero 
of a story which, so far as we know, hus not been reproduced among the 
batch waich his recent appointment hus recalled from oblivion. The 
learned judge is possesseu of a mild and kindly exterior, which at first 
gives the impression that its owner is a simple country gentleman rather 
than an expert lawyer. At any rate, this was evidently the view of a 
professional seller of painted birds who one day met Sir James in the 
neighbourhood of the Strand Law Courts, and, shewing him one of his 
birds, asked the judge to what species he would take it to belong. The 
judge stopped, carefully examined the gaudy little creature, and then 
rep that he had not seen a bird exactly like that one before, but, 
judging from ,the old ,proverb that birds of a feather flock together, he 
should say that it was a gaol-bird. The intending vendor did not wait for 
more | 
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LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


His Honour Judge Bacsnawe, K.C., died very suddenly on Monday 
last. He attended on that day the funeral of his brother, Canon 
Bagshawe, at Richmond Cemetery. After leaving the cemetery he 
zeturned home to South Kensington, and partook of some refreshment. 
He left his residence in a cab to proceed to King’s Cross, but owing to the 
dense fog they had to abandon tne cab and go by train to King’s Cross 
Station, and thence they walked through the subway to the Great 
Northern terminus. Judge Begshawe, while walking along the platform, 
was noticed to be greatly affected by the dense fog. He staggered and 
fell insensible on the platform. He was carried into an adjoinwg waiting 
room, and medical aid was sought, but life was found to be extinct. Mr. 
Bagshawe was called to the bar in 1848, and in 1874 became a Queen’s 
Counsel. Many of our readers will remember him as one of the leaders 
before Jessel, M.R. He had a large practice as a junior, and a fair 
practice asa leader. In 1881 he was appointed judge of county court 
circuit No. 35; his father having been county court judge of the 
Clerkenwell County Court Circuit. He was a bencher of the Middle 
Temple, and was for some years Examiner in Equity and the Law of Real 
Property in the University of London. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Atrrepy R. O. Lownpes (Lowndes & Son), of 15, George-street, 
Mansion House, K.C., bas been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner. 


Mr O. Swinren Eapy, K.C., who has been appointed a Judge of the 
Chancery Division of the High Court of Justice, in the place of Lord Justice 
Covens-Hardy, was educated at the London University, where he took 
the degree of LL.D. He became a solicitor, but entered for the bar, and 
obtained a stucentship in Hilary Term. 1878, and was called to the bar in 
1879, and b: came a Queen’s Couneel in 1893. He originally practised before 
Mr. Justice North, but has for some years been a *‘ special.’’ 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTions, 


Francis Sanpgrs and Henry Parisn, solicitors (Sanders & Parish), 
Birmingham. The practice will be continued by the said Henry Parish, 
in partnership with “ir. William Heath Thursfield, under the style or firm 
of Sanders, Parish, & Thursfield. [ Gazette, Nov. 1. 


Kevpey Ray Furercuer and Grorce Ouartes Lovett Fry, solicitors 
(Keddey Fletcher & Fry), Fenchurch-street, London. June 30. 


Joun Lewis Syxes and Joszru Crostanp Arn.ey, solicitors (Lewis 
Sykes & Ainley), Huddersfield. Oct. 29. The said John Lewis Sykes 
will continue the said profession or business of a solicitor alone at 4, 
New-street, Huddersfield. The said Joseph Crosland Ainley will 
commence practice on his own account at the Prudential-buildings, 
Huddersfield. [ Gazette, Nov. 5. 


GENERAL, 


It is stated that Mr. M. H. Johneon, one of the senior King’s Bench 
Masters, has resigned his appointment. 


Lord Macnaghten and Sir Richard Henn Oollins, Master of the Rolls, 
have been added to the committee to consider the preparations for the 
Coronation. 


On Tuesday Lord Justices Mathew and Cozens-Hardy were sworn in as 
members of the Privy Council, and Walton and Jelf, JJ., received the 
honour of knighthood. 


An excellent interpretation of the phrase ‘‘a pereon of independent 
means”’ was, rays tue Globe, given in a case tried on Wednesday. In 
Ireland, the judge eaid, it frequently meant ‘a person with no means to 
depend on.”’ 


It is announced in the London Gazette that the King has been pleased, by 
Letters Patent under the Great Seal, to grant to Sir John Charles Day, 
late one of the justices of his Majesty’s High Court of Justic>, and to the 
the Right Hon. sir John Rigby, latea Lord Justice of App al, anauities of 
£3,500 each. 

Among those who have accepted the invitation of the treasurer (Lord 
Justice Mathew) and the Benchers of Lincoln’s-inn to dine with them on 
“*Grand Day ’’ of Michaelmas Term on Tuesday next are the Speaker, tbe 
Master of the Rolls, sir Francis Jeune, Lord Monkswell, and Sur Michael 
Hicks Beach, M.P. 


A Royal Proclamation, dated the 4th of November last, announces that, in 
nce of the Act of last session, the King appoints and declares ‘‘ that 
orth, so far as conveniently may be, on all occasions and in all 

instruments wherein Our Style and Titles are used, the following addition 
shall be made to the Style and Titles at pee appertaining to the 
Imperial Crown of the United Ki m and its Dependencies ; that is to 
say, in the Latin tongue, after the word ‘ Biitanniarum,’ these word’, 
‘et terrarum trans quz in ditione sunt Britannica’; and in 
the English tongue, after the words ‘ of the United Kingdom of Great 
pes nad Treland,’ these words ‘and of the Briticvh Dominions beyond 





An unprecedented occurrence, says the Zemps, took place at the Palais 
de Justice on Saturday afternoon. One of the barristers, an ardent pipe. 
smoker, was remarked perambulating the lobby in toque and gown with, a 
lighted briar in his mouth. He was summoned to Me. Danet’s office and 
received a severe lecturing. It remains to be seen if he will be able to 
resist temptation. 


On Monday last Mr. Edward A. Bell (Carter & Bell), one of the hon, 
solicitors of the Cold Storage and Ice Association, read a paper to the 
ascociation on ** Some Aspects of the Law Relating to the Refrigerating 
Industry ’’ at the Fishmongers’ Hall. Mr. Bell said that as far as he wag 
able to ascertain there was absolutely no authority or text-book which 
could be said to confine itself entirely to the law as applied to cold 
storage. It was, therefore, necessary to carefully consider what was the 
law relating to trades and industries which are nearly allied. The nature 
of the different liabilities of the cold store keeper were in turn dealt with, 
and the probability of the classification of a cold store as a factory ora 
warehouse also received the attention of the lecturer. This and other 
points gave rise to a very interesting discussion, and the quotation of a 
list of cases already fought out in the industry lent much colour to a paper 
which is the first treatise on the legal side of a comparatively new and 
thriving industry. 


In an interesting article by Mr. J. M. Lely in the November issue of 
the Law Magazine and Review on ‘‘ Our Acts of Parliament,” the writer 
says that an alteration is greatly wauted in respect of the date of the 
commencement of Acts. Caligula, so says Dio Cassius, was so eager to punish 
the Romans for breaches of the law that he wrote his Acts in very small 
characters, and hung them up on high pillars ‘‘ the more easily to ensnare the 
people.”’ Do not our two rules, that ignorance of the law excuses no man, 
and that an Act of Parliament comes into operation on the day of the Royal 
Astent, come very much tothe same thing? To print a statute takes some 
time; to understand it in most cases a much longer time. Exceptions to 
the rule are no doubt common—January the first after the date of passing 
being the day fixed for the commencement of the Companies Act, the 
Burials Act, and the Agricultural Holdings Act of 1900, and of the 
Factory Act, the Youthfui Offenders’ Act, the Sale of Liquors to Children 
Act, and the Public Libraries Act of 1901. But is it not high time for 
Parliament to direct that, except as expressly excepted, no statute shall come 
into operation uctil at least two months have elapsed? Or would it be 
more convenient that all Acts should come into operation on the same 
New Year’s Day after passing ? 


It is odd, says the St, James's Gazette, to think of King Edward asa 
lawyer, yet he was a bencher before Sir Edward Clarke. It is well for 
litigants, however, that they have not to rely on the professional aid of 
King Edward ; the law is a business he can hardly be said to adorn as an 
expert. He has confessed it himself. ‘‘It is, I am sure,” he said 
to the bapnchers once, ‘‘a good thing for the profession at large and 
for the public in general that I have never been called to the bar, 
for I must say that I could never have been a brilliant ornament 
of it.” It was in the hall of Middle Temple that the King, when 
Prince of Wales, startled his fellow-benchers by breaking through the 
rule which forbids smoking. Until the royal barrister lit his first 
cigarette in the stately hall no puff of smoke, if 1s said, had been seen 
there, and the Prince, who took out a box of cigarettes, lit one, and 
handed the box round, must have observed the consternation on the faces 
of his fellow-benchers. He was sitting between Lord Coleridge and the 
Archbishop of Oanterbury, to whom he was overheard to say ‘‘ I am afraid 
I have shocked tome of my fellow-benchers, but with the law to protect 
me on one side and the Prophets on the other, I can scarcely come to 
harm.’ 


On Monday, while sitting in a Divisional Court, the Lord Chief Justice 
said: ‘‘ I wish to say that, as we are sitting three judges in the Divisional 
Court in Banc to-dey, the judges of the King’s Bench Division have been 
considering in what way they can best provide for the continuous sittin 
for each class of bu-iness as far as possible, and also for as little change as 
it may be possible to arrange in the constitution of the various courts that 
are taking a particular lme of business. We hope to be able to sit a 
Divisional Court of three throughout the year whenever a Divisional 
Court is required, and to maintain a personnel of the court—that 
is to say, as far as possible the same judges will sit for a consider. 
able time during the sittings, or, if mnecsseary, for more 
than the sittings. Whether we shsll be able to sit as: a court of three 
judges must depend to a great extent on the calls that are made 
on the services of the King’s Bench judges for the performance 
of other duties, such as circuits, Nisi Prius, and so on, but our 
great object is to have a Divisional Court sitting composed to s. 
large extent of the same judges sitting whenever required. We hope 
by that means to keep the list down, so that there will be substantially no 
arrears, and we shall b> able to dispose of the cases now pending before 
the court. Itis the opiaion of the King’s Bench judges thet, by sitting 
as @ court of three judges, the judgmenf® will in all probability be 
such as will lay down the practice on the various points of practice 
that come before us, and will be a better guide to those who have 
to raise similar points than tone of the Divisional Court which 
have hitherto been given with erent members of the court sitting from 
time to time for no other reason than that it was not possible to arrange 
the business otherwise. We are aware of the difficul:ies, and it we find 
that we cannot do so we must fall back on the old system; but I have 
made this statement because we wish it known that the King’s Beuch. 
j are taking steps in the direction I have indicated, with a view of 
ha as little change as poesible in the sittings of the various courts, 
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COURT PAPERS. 


HIGH COURT OF 
M 


*\BuckNIL1,J, 


JUSTICE.—KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
ICHARBLMAS Srttines, 1901. 


N, Circuit 





| 


J. 
N.& 8, Wales 
Circuit 


NNELL, PHILLIMORE, 
J. } 
} 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Darurxe, J.| C#4 


(Cent. Crim. 


| 





Ripuey, J. | Biewam, J. 
| Diy. Court | Div. Court | Nisi Prius | 


| Nisi Prius | Nisi Prius Ct.intervng)| 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


Com, List 


| 


Circuit 


at 
a 
a 
Z 
we 
a 
call 
5 
a 
3} 
> 
FI 
i=) 


4] 
| 
| 
| Western | 
Work 
Bankruptcy 


| Wricut 


| Diy. Court Companies’ 


| 
| 


| LAWRANCE, 
J. 





| 


Nisi Prius 











Wits, J. can, 


Nisi Prius 


Day, J. 
68.E. Circuit 
” 


Matuew, J. 
Nisi Prius 


oo Cuter 
| Jusrics. 


25 Div. Court 


November 1 


” 


Dates. 





October 24 


and Bly. 





” 








Waknine To rnTENDING Hovss Purcuasers AND Lxssaxs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 


ees and Reported u 
Oo. (H. Carter, C.E., 
quoted on receipt of "tall 

“Sanitation,’? London. 


mn by an rt from The Sanitary 

anager), 65, Victoria-street, West _ 
particulars. Established 25 years. Teleg 
Telephone, ‘‘ No. 316 Westminster.’ aoe.) 








SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Reaistnans m ATTENDANCE OF 


as al AppEaL Goons Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. KexEwicn. Bynye. 











THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 12.—Messrs, Desennam, Tzwsox, ee & Bripcewarter (in conjunction 
Mesos Faruirn & Co.) the Mart, at 2 :—Hill Re 3 
Residen‘ grand position on 

walk of feigate Town and Statin, Station, about 2 miles from 
uilt Family Residence, with entrance 

H can be obtained 

a orm unexpi 





ments, Nov. 2, p. 21 ) 

Nov. 13.—Mesers. Humprat & Fiint, at the Mart, at 2:—Lincoln’s-inn, W.C.: No. 10, 
New-square, close to the Law Courts, —s me ee 
and situate in the most convenient position in = 

eehold Chambers, py ho Solicitors, 

Co., London. Bee haven eneaie’ thie 

Nov. 18.—Mesars. ry" & i, See ibe, Oxford, at 1:0 Rape ay f 
and near Bicester): Valuable Freehold Properties situate in various parte of 
county, but chiefly io and near Bicester ; ti ae ee ore an area of about 
676 acres, c—— > SS. 
Solan ee Co., London. vertisements, Nov 


2, p. 22. 
Nov. ‘+ Hopason & Co. 0. at their 2 Sam, 115, sa xiteomig at 1:—Im t 
Law Books, comprising Law ae pom of Lords’ o-. Lord Kenyon’s Notes 
Cases, and many other valuable series of reports. (For full particulars advertise- 


ment, this week, p. 3.) 
RESULTS OF SALES. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriztp held their 
Wednesday, at the Mart, E.C., when the es were sold 
176 to 180, and 184 got _ Frant-road, Brigstock. oad, Thornton Heath ; 


essere, H, E. Foster & Cnanrigxp also sold the following 
Portaighily Be Bele (No.7 702) at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last :— 


To my by about £3,715 ; lives 83, 57, and 28 
Absolute to £2,455; life 51. And to £1,560; lives 744and Gi 
LIFE PULICY for £1,000 ia the Commercial Union 84 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetie.—Fuipay, Nov. 1, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarsp ux CHANCERY. 
AvTocaR a Luorsp—Petn for 
& ola 


Garnison Cyrcuz Co, ponte Lk are required, 
send their names and addresses, and the of 
Wood, 6, Booth st, Manchester. & Co, 
SuLpaur Etna ation Synpica’ 
ey: to send their names 
Nathaniel Lowe Shaw, 13, St. 
Tune 8ir« Conpition Co, 
their names and 


Robert Fox, 76, 











reach 


London Gaszetie.—Tunspay, Nov. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep m Cuancerr. 


Crty anp GLosE Tae AbD sae Corporatiox, Liurrep—Amended petn, 
Oct 9, and directed to be — ke Nov 13. 


presen: 4 
Co, 66, Watling st, solors nk Ay reach the above- 
named no Yalig et, slore for patner.” Notice of spn 


c to Ma Lnoorep—Peta 
‘directed to be heard om Nov 13, Yates, 48, Chancery lnse, salat tar petner, Notice of 
Epa as not later 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
ov 
Bs ¢ Wororsrersuiaz Savor, Liuirap (ix T10N)—Creditors are required, 
on a before Nov 9, to vend thet nai and a elitasan nal tar pustioaians oh maltebes 
Laveen axnp WALTHAMSTOW y ber Co, Luorsp— for wiading up, Oct 30, 
directed to be heard on Nov 18. ‘Beod'& Reed, 1, Guildhall chmbre, Be: st, solors. 
must reach tie above-named not later than 6 0’ in the after- 
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Ligut Ramways SynpicatTe, Lourep—Petn fer bape | Nov 1, directed to 
be heard on Nov 13 hag ny og & Co, 1 one co’ Tete an, agente 8 for T. W. 
James, Swansea, solor for the petners. ‘otice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than $o'olock in the _ 2... of Nov 12 

NorrixcHamM anp Dristaicr Crcitz, Moron Car, anp Acozssonres Exursirioxs Co, 
Limite itors are required, on or before Saturday, Dec 14, to send their names and 

epee eet te pet é See or claims, to Walter John Barton, Bentinck 
bldgs, Nottingham 

Report Conveyor Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particalars of their debts or claims, to Edmund 
Holt. 88, Rugby place, Bradford Scott & Holmes. Bradford, solors for liquidator 

SoutH Lospow Cyci® axp Encixgerine Co, Luatep—Petn for winding up, presented 
Oct 31, directed to be heard Nov 13 Joseph E. 8. King, 17. Finsbury pavement, solor to 
company. oo of prea must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afterncon ‘ov 1 

by Boot axp SHOE 4 Lurtep—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 30, to send 

their names resses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to "Herbert 
bee ors Wilshere, 1, Welford rd, Leicester Wi'son & Co, 1, Copthall bldgs, solors for 
iquidator 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, Oct. 15, 


Apranaw, Jonx, Market awh = Nov 29 Abraham, Market Rasen 

Arnoip, Saran Axx, Chipping Sodbury, Gios Nov 14 Arnold, Chipping Sodbury 

Ayiinc, Epwarp, Brighton Nov 20 aa & Co, Ge st, Mansion 

Bantias, Epwarp, Handsworth, B Ov 25 oe Birmingham 

Oorrock, Marrua, Northwich, ives Keeper Nov il Northwich 

Dicutos, Eriex, Maida vale Nov15 Cooper & Co, Birchin In 

Doses, Frepericx Grove, Strand Nov 22 Radcliffe & Co, —_ st, Charing cross 

Exxrxertox, Joux Crorts, Tonbridge, Builder Oct 81 Neve & Williams. Ton 

as Buizavera Duxxry, Byfleet, nr Weybridge Novi15 Francis & Calder, Adelaide 
London ge 

ame Potts Shrigley, nr Macclesfield, Engineman Nov 2 Richards & 

oo, ae Waltham, Leicester, Farmer Nov 20 Oldham & Marsh, Melton 
ow 

Hatiam, Sane Cariton, nr Nottingham Nov 30 Cox, settinghess 

Hawnins, Sanam Axx, Cookbam Rite, Berks Nov 15 Braby & Macdonald, Arundel et, 


Hewxpersox. Many, Torquay Novi5 Travers & Co, Throgmorton ay 
Hotiasp. Jous, Bowness on Windermere, ‘Westmorland, Auctioneer 


Joxzs, Wit.14m, Moston, Manchester, Builder Nov 30 O 

Lez, James, Chilworth, nr Guildford, ‘Signalman Novi Wild ‘e Wild, 
LixsEL1, Grorar, Takeley, Essex Nov 15 Acklands & Nockolds, Bishops 8 
Livssy, Peter Jory, Higher Broughton, Lancs, Patent Agent Nov 30 


chester 
Newmax, Witi14m Hiscocks, Bathford, Somerset Nov 20 Stone & Co, Bath 
Parsg.i, Canouixz, Totnes Nov2) Windeatt & Windeatt. Totoes 
Po._ersLayk, Feepezicx, Ugborough, Devon Nov 20 Windeatt & Windeatt, Totnes 
Pveves, Joun, Newcastle upon Tyne Nov20 Aitchison, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Roozrs, Exxest ALzert, Ilford wah Tylor, Ilford 
Sawree, Atrzep, Stockwell rd Nov Grundy & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Surru. Eviza Harvey, alone I of Ww Nov 18 Basinghall st 
Taxser, Wit114m, Chelmsford, Solicitor Nov 22 & Co, Cheimsford 
Utrn, Besey Wiit1am, Gt Yarmouth Novi Chamberlin, Gt Yarmouth 
Wuirr, Tuomas, Prestwich, Lancs Nov 12 Wood, Bury 
WitiiaMs, Groza, Streatham Nov18 Ley & Co, Lincoln’s i ion 
Woop, Wits Mvarr, Manchester Nov 30 Hislop, Manchester 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Oct. 18. 


Bacxnovse, ae, and EvizasxeTn Bacxsovsz, Ambleside, Westmorland Nov 25 
Seelis & Son, Hawkshead, Lancs 
Baxrzr, Epwix, Margate, Pork Butcher Oct31 Woodard & Co, Billiter st 
Beamuatt, Exvizavetu Ayxs, Rochdale Nov5 Ducker & Moles , Manchester 
But, Heyey Fouer, Little Dunmow, Eesex, Farmer Nov 30 Wade & Co, Tew 
Cowr1t, Cisna, Swindon Novié Withy, Swindon 
es. a, —— mene Withy, Swindon Oo 
ALTON ARLOTTE, Walsall Wood, Staffs Oct 24 Shakespeare & Birmingham 
Dopp, Atrzav, North Shields Nov 16 Webster & Webster, Lincoln's inn fields 
Easox, Many Axx. Kensington Nov 18 : row, Cannon st 
Evass, Rev Eowaxp. Bishopston Tilotat Dec 1 Wileoe » Derby 
Everett, Geozcr, Brooke, Norfolk, Harness Maker Nov18 Goodchild, ‘Norwich 
Gar, 4_reep, Bransbury nr Anéover, Farmer Novi Footmer, 
Gocos, Aue.ia, Brixton hill NW 
as a Rilinehal B 
KEESFI£LD, Cuauces, Bilsthorpe. Notts, Farmer 
Geirvix, Exiza Matitpa, Hove Decl W 
Hapyrit1p, Joszrn, Broughton, nr Manchester, Iron 
Manchester 


Hawt, Cuszres, Nottingham, Butcher Novi 68 

Bazrex, Airzep, Cheltenham Nov 30 Shepheards 

a, Bazan Axx, Hythe, 
rough st 

Hfur, Axxe. Clifton, Bristol Soy ® Haines, 

11, Roveet, Sutton, Surrey Novis Finch & Turner, , at 
Hoage, Ocravia Locr, Kimbolton, Hunts Oct 31 Carlyon & Kerby, Trur 
Hvones, Jous, Liandudno, Pishmonger Nov15 Chamberlain & Johnson, ‘Llandudno 
Kansiaw, 81x. Formby, Lancs, Chemist Dec i Sefton, Liverpool 

Maxzertr, Cuscrzs, Ivner Temple, Barrister Nov 80 Collisson & Co, es ae 
OmmMAsEEY, ame a z, Biozham, ur mr Banbury, Oxford Nov 3 Sutton 
r 
Onvorse, Ovtvia, Newport, W WNovié Hooper, M 
@urraxn, Joax, Caterham, Tea Broker Dee % Worley, Gt Winchester st 
a, Bovexr, Caversham, Oxford, Solicitor Dec 1 Webster & Webster, Lincoln’s 


Burts, 5 tno Tyldesley, Lance, Farmer Mov 12 & Gantang, Atherton 

Tavise, Srpxer, Ashleworth, Glos, = 4 RY mee & Co, 

Tuoxrsos, Witstam Jaume, Brighton * 

Towszusp, Bsxan, Sheffida Nov 30 Video ae , Sheffield 

Towxexsy, Haxean, Bheffield Movi Clegg & , Sheffield 

Tecxen, Ciszies Wis 1am, Bofield, Builder Noy% Dixon & Oo, Enfield 
Waneesses, Josnvu, Warrington, Boiler Feeder Nov 2 a & Crompton, 


mm 
Warranover, J suze Feance, Dewsbury, } wey Dec1 Giedhill, Dewsbury 


Wutins, Eusty, Hove Mov Fraser, Boho 
Wrart, Ww —4 4 Moszever, Belvedere, Kent, Victualler Nov 2 Hargraves, 
Lonton Gasete,—Tonavar, Oct 22, 


Anxon, Bicusno, Peckham, Builder Mov 21 Mareien & fon, Gt St Thomas Apostle, 
Bevwes, Wis 1AM, Usiseyhamypton, Glos, Carpeuter Moy 15 Les, Fairford 


Nov 16 Gatey, 


tortford 
Man- 


Co, Bristol 
t Novis Lingard & Gaunt, 


& gy circus 


ampton Nov 30 Hardisty & Co, Gt 


& Co, & 





Buaxe, Rosext, Pane oe Ss Jan1 Flux & Co, East India ay 
Brood, Janus, "Wellingtoa'st Btsaad, Architect ‘Nov 25 ‘Guedalla & Croas, ssex st, 


Buckiey. Marra Axsorr, Didsbury, Lancs Nov 30 Dowse, Menchester 
Buss, Bensamin, Hi Kent Nov 16 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 
Campse.t, Lucy, Wincan Nov 30 P. 

CamPBELL, Susannan, Stoke port Nov 22 Woollcom 

OunisHOLM. AnnzE EL1zanEeTH Goopen, Tavistock sq Dec 2 

Cieae, JosEPH, ing Nov 15 Trotter, 4 y 
} amen Tuomas, Sunninghill, Berks & Son, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Court, JANE, Egham, Surrey Nov 20 Omak, Norfolk st, Strand 

Craven, JoserH, jun, Wakefield, —— Nov 23 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 
CuRLE, ‘Waren, arrow, Dec 10 Stobo & Livin yong Jarrow 

De Visme. ExizaseTu, Beckenham Nov17 Maddisons, O 

Duckwokrts, Henry, Great Harwood, Nov30 E & S overt, Great Harwood 
Eason, Mary Ann, ee 18 Gilbertson, 4 row, Cannon st 

Exxis, Wiit1am, Stepney, Victualler Nov 18 Stow & Co, Lincola’s inn fields 
Fourmy, ExizaBera, Stoke Stoke Newington N Albin & Co, Chesham, icks 

Gaze, Ronznr, ca i Nov 80 U; n & Bacon, Brighto 
Suna, § Witt Nov 22 Veale, Bristol 
Hepes, CHARLES, Dec 20 a Wallingford 
Hicks, Ferpinaypo, a | mn Dee” Wilsonzé Co, Pi: ne outh 

Hiwsworrn, Txomas, iton, “a Nov ‘.. by 

Hotmes, Rev Coartes Deverrvx, ee ov 24 stevens & Co, Norwich 
Hot, ALFRED, Bolton, Bookbinder Nov 15 5 Bolton 

Howven, ALEXANDER, Leadenhall st, Ship Broker Nov 80 Parker & Co. Cornhill 
Jerson. SamvEt, Long Benton, Northumberland Nov 25 Mather & Dickinson, Ney- 


castle on 
Taouae. Hazrisoy, Westborough, nr Grantham, Farmer Decl EG & F J Jackson, 


Loacn, Hararet, Shirley, Warwick Wov 28 Turner & Hadfield, Birmingham 
Mawsey, Isape.ta, Brighton Dec 31 EF & H Landon. New Broad st 
MEREDITH Josepx, Eoclesh Staffs Nov19 Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
Newman, Euizasers, Watford, Herts Nov 20 Eagleton & Sons, Chancery ~ 
a Stoke Newington, Library Attendant Nov 20 Dunkerton & 
row 
Panry, Juanira Paving Cuarvorre Sorton, Queen’s gate mans Nov 30 Armitage & 
Chapple, Bishopsgate st Within 
PreatrieLD, Richarp Henry, Beckenham Nov 22 Peatfield, Beckenham 
Pops, Samuzt, K 0, Parliament st, Westminster Novil Taylor & Co, Gray’s inn 
paeee, Hess Coors, Camden n rd ye Stow & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
1eBy. Jank, Haigh, nr Wigan Nov 1 raham, Wigan 
ppY, Marta, rdiff, Wardrobe Dealer Nov 23 Merrils & Ede, Cardiff 
RovuTuEpce, Joszrx amavnoan, Sanat Penketh, nr bay = Mey 22 Peters, Widnes 
Rurrer, Jawes, Massey, Chester, Grocer Nov 30 & Co, 
Scorr, Rosert, Luxborough, Nov 7 Ponsford & Co, Williton 
Swa zg, James, Leeds Nov 30 Swale, I , 
meer + iano Kityer, West Kensington Nov 26 Nicholson & Crouch, Surrey 
8 n 
Tap.ix, Joun, Havant. Hants Decé Cousins & eee e, Portsmouth 
Trespa.e, Exiza, Holbeach Nov 30 Sturton, Hol 
Top-Browx, ELLen Devon Nov 20 Ford & Co, Exeter 
Unmp.esy, Grorcs Wiram, York Nov5 Leeman & Co, York 
Upex. Cuanies, Coatham, Yorks Nov 30 Bainbridge & Barnley, Middlesbrough 
WHittinDaLe, Apa, Birmingham Nov 22 Woodcock a pat Coventry 
Wit.ax, Tuomas, Cartmell mell Fell, Lanes, Farmer Dec 1 ‘indermere 
betesis ~~ wy CHARLES, Melton Mowbray, Stud Seats” *Novié Land & Foster, 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Oct. 25. 
Be.iew, prensa Lecassicxe, East Anstey, Devon Nov2l Battishill & Houlditch, 


BuiyTHE, Gnenes Newton. Hatter. Nor many ty £ ae Oldham 

Bercxoy, Roper, Alexandra rd, Finsbury P Monro & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Bu — gm a Rossington, nr Doncaster, ~ ty Manufacturer Nov 28 Hickmott 
Co, 

Cutten, Cuanxes, Nottingham Nov 30 J & A Bright, Nottingham 

Du ior, The Hon! Axx Exizasera, Drogheda, Louth, Ireland Nov 25 Thorold & Co, 


Epye, Marianxe Baxxs, Ipplepen, Devon Nov5 Skardton & Phillips, Plymouth 
Foorp, Jouy, Bristol Dec9 Tarr & Sons. , Bristol 

Fostra, Henry, Bleasby, Notts, Farmer Nov 30 J&A Bright, eiineens 
Foster, WILLIAM, Nottiogham. Butcher Nov 30 J & A Bright, Nottin, —— 
Frencu-Brewstes, Rozert AsranaM Brewster, Chestersq Decl0 Todd, York bldgs, 


Adelp! 
Gwywxwe, Witiiam Cust, Tenby, Pembroke, Doctor Dec 20 Lianwarne, Hereford 
Hearucore, Joserx ALLEN, Plymouth Dec 10 Gant: & Co, Devenport 

Hessevtise. Wiii14Mm, Barton on Humber, Farmer Nov 30 Freer & Oo, Brigg 

Hit, Gzrorcz Tuomas, Plymouth Dec 31 Snell & Holman, Plymouth 

Hoare, Ooravia Lucy, Kimbo'ton, Hunts , 5 31 Carlyon & Kerby, Truro 

Bows, © Pair, ry — saa 4 Wine Merchant, or Resrcca Howarp, Hingham 


JEvrERys, A Teuston” Noe 15 & Co, Fenchurch st 

couneent. Joux, Scotton, Yorks, Farmer 4 Kirby & Bon, nm pee 

May, Gzorce Baxer, Redland, Bristol Dec7 Gwynn & Uo, Bristol 

Menepitn, Sauver Bucr, Englefield Green, myo Nov 25 Fairbrother, Leadenhall st 

Mormaxs, "AGNES, Leooet's. Nov 30 & Bon, Leamington 

Overenn, Joun. Castlef Yorks, Grocer Nov 30 Wilson, Castleford 

Parrisow, WILLIAM Taomas ALEXxanpeER, Crescent p| Nov 25 Wiison, Bath 

Porren, Ametia, Balham Nov 16 Booth & —— ee Embankment 

Beap, Groroz, Ryde, I of W, Coach 24 Thirkell, Ryde 

Ruyssewarns, SAMUEL Bicuagp, The Holland Nov9 Duna, Drapers’ gdos 

Save, Tuomas Row.ey, Sutherland pl, Bayswater Nov 30 Jackaman, Lincolo’s ins 

Sanpenoox, Witiiam, Greenway, or Pont; 1, Mon Dec2 Densew, Tredegar 

Baskey Manta. Gravelly Hill, novice ‘Bev 30 Fo Ae Ba rmingham 

Scort, Joux ALEXANDER, Birmore Beate State, Nahun, Punjab, India, Brigade Surgeon Nov 
eee MacAndrew, Bush In 

Surru, Joux Grorox, Gateshead, Auctioneer Nov 90 Mather & Dickinson, Newcastle 

Sarre, Ser y Price s Scat Hagting, Hants, Licensed Victualler Nov 22 Routh & 00, 

Lo 


Wells Nov Frear & Brown, Tonbrid 
ILLIAM ny ewcastie upon nip Draper Deo 17 Btobo & Livingston, 


eas 
Newcastle u 
Tayior, Ayn, Sheffield pow. 
Tsourson, Eowanp, Baling Som ee Bertie 1, Conduit st 
Wartiine, Hewny Nee | Sonthamptan Nov 20° Paris & Oo Southampton 
Wueatiey, Tuomas Eowanp, O: Dec14 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Wauirtixa, Bois. vy, Hove Nov 30 Fraser, Dean st, Soho sq 
Bixwoc seen, or Hanger Wickens, Halisham, Sussex Nov 20 Ooles & Sons, 


E 
Wiccenuam, Bites, Handsworth Nov 28 Rankin, Birmingham 


London Gasette.—Tounavay, Oct. 29. 
Axprewrs, Eowann, Cadiz Dec 1 ees 5 3 Co, Ra: 
Aaxor, Caruxeixe Mave.ine ca iggy ot Wate & Stallard, Ol 


ae... ae Tempest, 
Buriep, "Toavatis, ee Wadeal hore Cctiedil & on, Birmingham 


thampton at, 
Brariey ry, Banat u, Tunbi 





z TERSERE || 


ofgietericiststrice 


Widnes 

ter 

So, Williton 
yuch, Surrey 


rough 


nd & Foster, 


Houlditch, 


a Victoria st 
Hickmott 


orold & Co, 


nouth 


York bldgs, 
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ge 


pb, Hingham 
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OpasTBE, Gann. ‘Lieut Col Col James Tuomas, Putney — 
DacLisH, ALLEN CLARE, Palace green, —_ 
WARDS, wane, Armley, Leeds Decl 





ienaxe. ee @zorce Bravuroy, “Windeor 


HAviraly, aig Mircue.t, P. 
Do 


Hut, Emma, 


Hircnoy, Joun, Kidderminster Nov 26 Crowther & 
J Min 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 1. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apausoy, Joszrx, Ludlow, Baker Leominster Pet Oct 30 
Ord Got 


AutznTon, Joun, Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 26 
Bzreinctox, JoserpH Ennezst, Nottin Insurance 
ham Ligh ia t 


BRooKER, a Croydon, B 
Ord Oct 28 


BRoTHERHOOD, WILuiAM, Ilkeston, ne Wallpaper 
Dealer Derby Pet Oct28 Ord Oct 
“Chester, 


Butz, Ceci, Epwarp, Tarvin San 
Breaker Chester Pet Oct 28 Ord 

a ~~ tr? Slipper Seaneiatents Leeds Pet 

2 

CuaRk, Frank AxrTuur, Westen, Surrey, Builder High 
Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Crank, Henry Groner, be + Bucks, Builder 
Windsor Pet Oct 29 det 29 

Cuttey, Ennzst, and ob CaRoLinE_ CLABIDG 
Bartholomew close, Mantle Makers Co 
Pet Oct 80 Ord Oct 30 

arene, Menpet Barnett, Cheetham, Manchester, 
Jewish Rabbi Manchester ‘Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Dickinson, Waiter Gsorcr Burnett. Boston, Lincs, 
Veterinary Surgeon Boston Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

Dearern, Davip Ganrrop, Mildenhall, —— Grocer 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 28 

Epwarps, Huon, Felixstowe, Dairyman Ipswich Pet 
Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 


“a Lovis Eximax, Manchester, 
anchester Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 80 

Evans, Davin VanrrTEa, ye py Outfitter 
Liverpool Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 

G@uszrt, Husert Humpurey, Redaliffe at, Redcliffe sq, 

mer Norwich Pet Oct 28 — Oct 28 

Gray, Herserr Grorce, ro orfolk, Builder Nor- 
wich Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

Gaecory, James A.seErt, Little Ness, Salop, Farmer 


Shrewsbury Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 30 
—a~t Tom, Bristol, Warehouse Foreman Bristol Pet 
Ord Oct 30 


hg seems a Eastbourne, Furniture 
Eastbourne and Lewes Pet Oct 29” Ord Oct 29 


E.imay, ge 


Warrington 0 
Hours, Tuomas, Felix st, Hackne i,” Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Oct4 Ord 
Horxsry, WG. West Ham, Builder’ High Court Pet 
b( : 1 a ae : Cornwall, Gree Truro 
loskinc, Henry, Penryn, Cornw mgrocer 
Pet Oct 29 Grd Oct 29 : 


arae Raaae G, Bognor High Court Pet Sept 30 Ord 
peemare, | Tuomas b eanam, Leeds, Newsagent Leeds 
t 
Luorp, Jouy, Yo oye Glam, Boot Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet Oct 18 Ord Oct 


Lonp, ty Byston Laloeter, bey Working Machinist 
Leicester Pet Oct 28 
rena, 4%, Davin, Tieideee, Painter Newtown 


28 Ord Oct 28 
MasseL, Joseru, Manchester, Printer Manchester Pet 
Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


digg Wa res, et Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs, Boot 
Dealer Preston Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 
ag E, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Oct 5 Ord 


Mvasatern, Mvursacesn Casa Guion Holborn, 
Merchant High Court Pet June 13’ Ord Oct 30 

<a i, Cn Leicester aq. 
ission Agent High Court Pet Aug 15 


Oct 30 

Mawnoutp, Josxru Coorzs, Srenene, Commission Agent 
Swansea Pet Oct 29 Ord Oct 29 

OsaetL, Frevenicx, Nottingham, Baker Nottingham 
Pet 29 Ord Oct 29 


Pance, Epwanrp, sen, eteess th, by z Weerham, Lehounee 

Wrexham Pet Oct28 Ord Oc 

Pahoom, Epwarp, Walworth om E comune Victualler High 
Court Pet Oct 8 Ora Oct 

Baysome, Suxrranp BR ty Antu un James Baneems, 
Leadenhall General Merchants High Court 


st, 
Oct 28 Ora 28 
Ronzats, pe, Taowss, Rhonyeetee, Mines ae Manu- 
Wrexbam Pet Oct 


Ord Oct 
ita, 8 — Kingston 
upon Hull et Got 28 Ord Os ap 
a yt Onan.xs, ects, Tail “a Pet Oct 25 Ord 





Roserta Mary, Clitheroe, Lancs Dec 24 By te - ee ay ain Sd 


ov 80. Burch & Uo, 
ae Deo Ver Lge sing 
JOSEPH, Stationer = 
6 P&I Wi 
a oe prGastle Nov 26 Hanbury & Co, New 
Fowrzs, THomas Epmunp, Island of St Helena Nov1é6 Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring 


A . Crediton, Devon, Yeoman Dec 17 Rented SO 
Francis, JouN ARDEN 


Nov 30 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 
Boning, Kidderminster 
Som oe, See Movin Ponsford & Co, Minehead 
oe kerma ns Teen 





Miter, Epwakp, 

Oran, JonN yan oe Builder Dec3 

PagkeRr, Joun, Salford, Nov 28 Rylance & 

Prxro.ip, Mary Anne, Montague Son, Southampton st, 

Prrronarp, Joun, Lianddewi Rhydderch, Mon, Farmer Nov 30 Gabb & Walford, 
Abergavenn 


ety Orrell, Byte ty owe Wright hely yeh og Wigan 

OTHWELL, JOHN, aor W Nov 

Ru 3 Rr , The emg Nov 9 

Susy, Touts Juss CHABD, = oy ov —_ awe anes 

KINNER, UISA ELOPE, Bs Liverpool a tw 4 Liverpool 
Godstone, Surrey Jan 1 Hughes & Bons, Jone et, Bedford 


eens, Senate oe 
Ry Hensman & Co, Northampton 
as Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 


16 Hopgoods & 


Sue 8u Geo, Bp 
Swinsurve, Geo! 
Tomson, JAn r, Carlisle Novi “Broughton, 
Torton, Hannan Ma Yorks Nov 23 Hamer, Ashton under Lyne 
Waters, WALTER, Neath, Giam Nov20 W 

Wuapcoat, Witit1am Epwarp, 8t. — spl 

Woop, Mary Axy. Nov Lea, 

Woops, Groner, Maghull, Lancs, tn Dae Dec 











Stearorp. Witiiam, Sheffield, Waterworks Inspector 
Bheffield Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 

Sreap, Emma Exiza, Bradford, Lodging house Keeper 

Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 

Tuz Lonpon Pexny Ommisus Association, Victoria +t, 
Westminster, Omnibus Proprietors High Court Pe 
Oct 9 Ord Oct 30 

Tuomas, Evan, Pontypridd, Grocer Pontypridd Pet Oct 
80 Ord Oct 30 


tum, = Micuaxt, Plymouth Plymouth Pet Oct 28 Ord 


Scuutz, Cuaries, Leeds, Tailor Nov Sati2 Off Rec, 22, 


tow, Leeds 
Srman . Per 8 » Chee’ 
rine ay ort ~~ 


Nov 8 at 11.30 


Wastes Tans” Jane pod, Wallsend, umberland, Dress- 
maker Nov 8 atl2 Of Bes, 30M Modey ch oceame 


on 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


A.tertox, Joux, Leeds Leeds Pet Oct 25 Ori Oct 25 
neTon, JoserH ERnest, Insurance 


bu 
Waker, Janz Any, 
Newcastle on 
Waker, Witiiam, Preston 
Oct 28 
Watters, Freperick Joun tman , Finsbury 
—_, Corn Merchant h Court Pet Oct 29 Ord 
Waitt, Joun Exsenezer, Hastings, Dairyman Hastings 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 CaPLan — Beck in ln, 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Oct 28 
FIRST MEETINGS. Ccee emu, Leeda, Sligper Leeds Pet 
A.iERToN, Joun, Leeds Nov 8 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park Cus, Yosus Anenon, Fetien. Surrey, Builder High 
row, 
Botsuaw, Josepn Artuur, Walsall, Grocer Nov Sat 12 | Cra Hexry Grore Wrassbury, Bucks, Builder 
Off Rec, Wolverham! ‘Windsor Pet Oct 29 "Ord Oct 29 


Oct 29 Ord Oct 
Butt, OCxcm Epwarp, Tarvin Sands, Chester, Horse 
Breaker Nov 9 at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 


Chester 
oe Ricuarp, Bugie, Cornwall, Builder Nov 13 at 
C. 3 Mabgate, 3 Slipper Manufacturer 
ASTLE, PHILLIP, 
Nov 8 at 12.80 Off oe Bos, Se, Se aoe, Leeds 
CuenneELtt, Hen ales, Same ) eg 
’ 


Nov 12 at 12 ms . 
Om, ae 1 Say Builder Nov 14 


a. yy GoprrEy, — oer Joun Frepericx 
Crakk, 8 Stationers Nov 12 at 2.30 Bank- 


ruptcy Carey st 

Cousamaon, Biaxay, Scarborough, Glass Dealer Nov 12 at | 
10 30 lewborough, 

CRAWLEY, Henry CopELanp, Watf Hi House Fur- 
nisher Nov 11 at 12 Room 91, Tem pn ty ot 


Dacutsky, Mzexpst Baryetr, Cheetham, Manchester 
Jewish Rabbi Manchester Pet Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 





| 
| 


Evaxs, Davin ALS ey Liverpool, 
y Pet Oct 29 Ord Oo: 29 
Gray, Bexserr Grores, Paston, Nortolk, Builder Norwich 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Uct 28 


Hout Wituax, Frodsham. Chester, 
Cattle Dealer Warrindus’” Pot Oct 30 Ord Oct 29° 


Hotimeworts, James Biaccsvax, 
1 Ord Oct 39 


e av 
ase Mexvst Barnett, Cheetham, Manchester, 
Jewish Rabbi Nov 8 at 3 "Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 


chester 
Dove.as, Percy Sxorto, Marquess of Queensbury, Corfe 
Castle, | Dorset Nov 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey 

Enaieman, Jacos, Dover, Licensed Victualler Nov9 at 11 
36, Castle st, Dover 

Fixcn, Epwix Groner, St James’s st, Piccadilly, Wine 
Merchant Nov 11 at 2.30 biden, Carey st | 

Fowgrraksk, Henry James, Denmark Cross rd, | 
ose house  aoee Nov 18 at 2.30 Bankruptcy | 


es, Carey at 
Gran, Benes, Sih oh, 5 eee, Bootmaker Nov 13 
earn rd, Clothier Nov 12 at 2 30 Bank- | 


cy Carey st 
Gray, HERBERT  Geceee, itm. m Mentelh, Builder Novs | 
at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Ni re) 
Harrison, Wav rin, Gletharpen, Gro Grocer NovSatil Off | Oct 
Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt SG | Pr 
a “Kov'it st” Od hee, Walverhampioa Pg | count 
actarer Nov 12 at lz 
Hornsey, Tass, | ah am, Builder Nov liat 12 Bank- 


ru rey 
Horst, RGRBAVES Atvert, and Witiiam Repreans, | 
erie oes ea re | 
ov st, 
Jores.. Jous Bi Heway, W Bater Nov 12at ll 


ot, N 
ENRY 
ningham, 
st, ao. 
BL. Bolton, 


Liuee, Gnu 
vSachange st, Bolton 








Oct 25 
Row ey, Fray, 
ull 


am pton 
est Jony, and Paraicx James Loxe, 
Nov 12at11 174, Corpora 


Greengrocer Nov 9 at 11 SS 

Louewaityy, Tuomas Wiit1am, Leeds, Todacconist Nov 8 | Sana — Peurxe Jermyn Sumas 
at 11.80° Off Reo, #2, Park row, Leeds ris Jeatle Geant Peduly BO ~ 

MoLavucuuin, J C, Finsbury Nov 18 at 2.80 Bankruptey | Sumarorp, ee Crookes, 


Krartina, 
Birs 





Carey st Pe Oet en Oed Os ‘Ord Ost 30 
Mivaury, . 8t Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs, Boot | Srxap, Bursa, Bradford, Lodging house Keeper 
" Maker No Nov @ at 2.90 sr balla Sor Bradford Pet Oct 28 Ord Oot a8 ar 

ILLER, ametow, ov t Tuomas, Evax, Pontypridd, Grower Pontypridd 
, Carey st’ 4 Oct 30° Ord Qos 30 


Row. x 
“stil Of Reo, 











38 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Nov. 9, 1gO1. 








Trexxit, Cuartes, Brewer st, Piccadilly circus, ee 
8 tendent High Court Pet Oot 29 Ord Oct 
Trove, Coix Rosert Bianiz, St James’s pl, St haat st 
Pet Jane2t Ord Oct 24 
Waxes, ‘Jaxz Axx, Wallsend, Northumberland, Dress- 
maker Newcastle onJTyne Pet Oct 28 Ord 28 
bee Witt, Preston Preston Pet Oct 28 Crd 


Waurers, Frepericxk Jonx, Wightman rd, Finsbury 
= —— Merchant High | Court Pet Oct 29 Ord 


Wurtz Joux Enenezer, Hastings, Dairyman Hastings 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Oct 30 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BaTcHELAR, Joun, West Menstagiee,, Timber Merchant 
Bigh Court Pet Nov2 Ord Nov2 

Bacens, Joun, Kingston upon Hull  precaaeal Kingston 
upon Hu'l Pet Oct 14 Ord Oct 3 

Crarke, ArTHu more) Epwanp, Stafford, —_ Stafford Pet 
Novi ‘ov 

Conzex, ApranamM Israzn, Leeds, Collector Leeds Pet 
Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 

Dav a, Danret, Aberavon, Engineer Aberavon Pet Nov 

Ord Nov 1 

pa. Sh Joszpx, Birmisgham, pas Contractor Bir- 
mmgham Pet Oct at Ord Oct 8 

Fisuzr. Haypy, Pontefract. orks, Teacher of Music 
Wakefield Pet Oct 3: Ord Oct 31 

Green, Hexry Joszru, W: wold, Smet 
Vietaalier Leicester Nov2 Ord Nov 

Bagvey, Cuarres Han + te Brighton, Grocer High Court 
Pet Novi Ord Nov1 

Herm Wri James, Padiham, Lancs, Cycle Dealer 
Burnley Pet Nov2 Ord Nov? 

Hirt, Jous Cartyox, Frinton on Sea, ae, House 

Decorator Cotchester Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Hiscz, Hannan, Mildmay Park, Builder High “Court Pet 
Novl Ord Novi 

Hispr, Autex. Bunbury, Cheshire, Painter Crewe Pet 
Oct7 Ord Oct 31 


Homes, Raps Putuirs, Birstall, Yorks, Tallow Chandler 
Dewsbury Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 
— Betsy, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Kingston 
pon Hnil Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 31 
Jeune — Aberdare, Tailor, Aberdare Pet Oct 31 
Ord Oct 31 
Lucas. C R, Tooting High Court PetMsy 25 Ord Oct 30 
Massy. Kate Torso, Regent st, Bootmaker High Court 
Pet Oct 1 Ord Oct 30 
Pzs., Sir Rozert, Piccadilly, Baronet High Court Pet 
April19 Ord Oct 31 
Raprorp, Victorra Freaxces, Tiverton, Devon, Milliner 
Exeter Pet Novi Ord Novi 
Saxpemax, Hanny, Throgmorton ay High Court Pet Oct 
8 Ord Oct 31 
Scort, Atrrep, Middlesborough, Iron Pipe Cutter 
iddlesborough Pet Nov 1 Nov 1 
Sesion, Tom Witiie Litrtewoop, Hemsworth, Yorks, 
s Newragent 2s, Ampthi, Beds, Boot 1 Ord ws 
TAPLETON. CuaRies, Ampthill. s, Boot Upper 
Bedford Pet Nov‘ Ord Nov 
Srraatromp. Atrrep Jon» Dartford, Coal Merchant 
Rochester Pet Nov1 Ord Nov1 
Tuowas Rocenr Hones, a: ae Schoolmaster 
Aberdare Pet Novi Ord N 
Turner, M. & Son. Birmingh wm rs Birming- 
ham Pet Oct15 Ord Oct 31 
Trew, Wittiam Hewsny ALLex, Alderagate st, Underwear 
Manufacturer > Court Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 
Witiiams, Evan, Barm ~: a Builder Aberyst- 
with Pet Nov 1 Ord Nor 
FIRST oh 
Apamsos, Joszru, Ladlow, Salop, Baker Nov 15 at 2.30 
2, Offa st, Hereford 
Axso.p. Hurert Antruve Brighton, House Agent Nov 13 
at1l Off Rec. 4, Pavilion bldgs, — 
Asucer, Joux, Manchester, Builder's F. avr Nov 18 at 
Mov 14 at 12,30 


12 Off Rec, 26. Vietoria at, Liver 
on Bridge 
ne Maker Nov 12 


Brooxer, Wittiam, 
24, Railway a: 
Besenes Joax 
ape House In, Hull } 
eet pat. - enn Brighton, Commission Agent | 
Nov 13at1020 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs. Brighton | 
Connex, Apzanam™ Isnazt, Leeds, Collector her 13 at 11 
Off Rec, 22 Park row, Leeds 
Eeyzst, and Sanau 
dlomew tle 


Bankrup‘cy bidge. ‘Carey at 
CurLer, Josern. Gt Horwood. 00d, Bucks, Farmer Nov 12 at 
1, &t Aldate’s, Oxford’ 
on, Hexny, Croydon Nov 14 at 11.20 24, Railway 


Hotevt Davies, Lianf wiiguryngyll, 
Mov 12at1220 Ship Hotel, = 
Dearer, Davin Gasrop. Miléechail, Baffolk, Grocer 
Mov 14 at 2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

ae Uvex Felixstowe, t eee Nov 15 at 10.30 
Off Rec 26, Prisces st 

Fisner, coe Pontefract, ~ Music Nov 
ati: Off Rec, 4, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Fouexs, Peter Camreett, Morley, Yorks, Chemist Nov 
14at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, B 

Giuezer. Horerr Homvurey, Redcliffe st, Redcliffe sq. 
——- Mov 16 at 1290 Off Bec, 4, King st, 

Gercorry, Jauze Avzerr, Little N. 
i2at1l Off Rec, 42, Bt John’s bi 

Hims, Levi, Redditch, Needle Maker 
Corporation st, 


Howaxp. Taoxss. Hexny, Eastbourne, 
Sov i3ati2 Off Ree, 4, “5 ~ 

Bowrarn. gy 
“attle Dealer 


Carotine CLARIDGE, 


Cciuzs, 
Barth Nov 15 at 230 


Dew, Bauver 


Balop, Farmer Nov 
Shrewsbury 
Nov 18 at 11 174, 


Furniture Dealer 
, Srighton 


Kies Cheshire, 
Sal's o Off Rec, Byrom st, 





How J B Datlington N 
1xG worTH, Jauze BLackevan. ov 2 at 
3 Off Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


Hosxixnc, Hewry, Penryn. Greengrocer Nov 13 at 1230 
Off Rec, Boses 


st, Truro 
Jarvis, Hexry oa. ‘Swindon Nov 13 at 12 Off Rec, 
38, t circus, Swindon 
Jonzs, Wittram. Aberdare, Tailor Novi3 at2 135, High 
st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Juxes, Avsert, Ludlow, Salop, Mason Nov 2iat10 4, 
Leominste’ 


Corn sq, r 
Key, Witraip Jony WItLiaAM ug aed ines, Butcher 
Nov i4ati2 Off 6, West st, Bos’ 
— — Yaysybwi, Glam, Boot Dealer. Nov 12 at 12 
High st, Merthyr Tydall 
mae... van DAvID Se ge SGentgemeny, Painter 
Nov 18at 10,30 1, High st. Newtow: 

Marrow, Henry Heesert, Wickhambrook, Suff 1k, Baker 
Nov 13 at 10,15 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambridge 
NeEwsoutp, JosepH Cooper, Swansea, Commission Agent 

Nov 23 at 19.30. Off Rec, 31, ye Swansea 
Nicuoits, Wiis, Skewen, 

at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 
PatrreeMaNn, Jonw James, Stockton o 

Nov 2at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlecborough 
Povtter. Wittiam, Bowes Park, Lately Builder Nov 13 at 

1 Bankru das, Carey st 


Parncs, Epwarp, sen, Poolmouth, nr Wrexham, Denbigh, | 
La Wrexham - 


bourer Nov 12at11.30 Priory, 
Raprorp, Vicrorta § Frances, verton, Devons, 
— Nov 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cir, 
xi 
Retcuxowircn, Isaac, Lower Clapton, aaene,. mber 
Merchant Nov 14 at1l ae Carey st 
Ricnarp, Epwarp James GoopFELLow, Red =" Fieet 
at, Pro oe Saas Novisatil Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey 
Reon | om” Phosymedre, Ruabon. Denbigh, Mineral 
Water Manufacturer Nov 12at 11 Priory, Wrexham 
Rozpiyson, Sam Brapiey, Warley, near lifax, Silk 
a Nov 18 at 3 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, 





Seymour, Percy Bisnor, Croydon, LF pags: Victaslig 
Nov 12at 12 24, bene fa 2 London Bridge 

Sister, Henry, Nov 18 at 11 Bankruptey 
bidgs, Carey st 


Suita, CoaRves Taowas, Hanslope. Bucks, Licensed Vip, 
tualler Nov 12 at 11 [Off Rec, Bridge st, North 

SrenoLove, ARTHUR Dunstable, Beds, per Nov ld 
10. Vhaaber of Commerce, 58, George st. Luton 

Srusss, Wittiam Kewpat1, Windermere, — Nov 
at12 Grosvenor Hotel. Stramongate Kend 

Watts, Gzorce Witiiam, Boston, Liacs caller Nov iy 
at 1230 Off Rec, 4and 6, Wes: at, Boston 

Wart, Joun Esenezee. Aastiogs, Dairyman Nov 19a 
8 County Court Offices, 24, Cambridge rd, Hastings 

Wve, Watree, Liverpool, Commission Merchant Ny 
18 at2 Off Rec, 85, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Yares, Jamzs, Barrow in Farness, Foreman Papermake 
Nov 1atil Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow ip 

rness 


Amended notice substituted or that pent io 

the London Gazette of Oct 
Bipptz, Jonny, Swalwell, Durham, Aen 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


: ADJUDICATIONS. 

Bracucror?, [Cuartes, Dawli Dsvon, Licensed 
Victualler = Pet June5 Ord Nov 2 

Bocket-Puca Reading, Motor Car Proprietor 
Reading Pet On's Ord Nov 1 

BoLsHaw, JOSEPH Te Walsall, Grocer Walsall P¢ 

B Ot ad Ord Oct 3 a 4 Build 

ROOKER, WILLIAM, ydon, Builder Croydon Pet 

28 Ord Nov 1 ‘i ° 

Brooks, Jous, Kingston upon Hull, sommadiaee Kingston 
upon Hall Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 

Browne, Estner Annis, Upper Norwood, | nana Goods 

er Croydon Pet Sept 25 Ord Oct 3 
Conn, Comins Eanes, bane, Collector Tole Pet Oct 
3L rd Oct 


“Noy 6 at ll.® 
Tyne 





EQUITY AND LAW 


ELIEFe ASSURANOE SOOiIDT YL. 


ESTABLISHED 


Funds exceed 


1844, 


£3,600,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to Ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE GHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 
SECRETARY, 18, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 


alterations, to 





PENS 4% 


ALL 


THE 


THE NEW 
The best 





THE 
A most useful Pen, 


From @/# to 96/G each. 


THE 
An Ideal Pen for Ladies. 
&/# and @/«# each. 


Beautifully made and finished. 
which never fails. 


roduction of its kind. 
Absolutely air and ink tight. 


CAW’S Famous 
FOUNTAIN 


Reduced 
llustration of Safety Pen. 


POPULAR 
OVER THE WORLD. 


“EASY” PEN. 
suitable for all work. 


“DAINTY” PEN. 
No larger than a lead pencil. 


“ DASHAWAY” PEN. 
It has a double feed, 


From 70/6 to 2@/# each. 


PATENT “SAFETY” PEN. 
It is different to all others. 


From 12/6 to 2G/= each. 


Illustrated Catalogue, giving full particulars, to be had os all Stationers, or the Sole Wholesale Agents; 


EYRE & SPOTTISWOODE, 


Great New Street, E.C. 
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d _ Victustle 
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iad Novy 
. Nov 12.at 
» Hastings 
chant Nw 


‘Papermake 
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lon Pet Oct 


1c Kingston 
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0. 
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QnawLzy, Henny eres re. House Furnisher 
8t Alban’s Ord O 


Davizs, ~ slg al aie Neath and Abera- 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 
Deron, Henry, Croydon Croydon Pet Oct 28 Ord 


Dew, Samuet Horsut Davies, eeeeren, 
Anglesey Bangor Pct Oct 18 Ord 0.t 

Ponss, Hayopy, Pontefract, by ays "Tascher of Masic 

akefield Pet Oct 31 Ord Oct 

ak Heney Josepa, Me rahoar biteiids Licensed 
Victualler Leicester Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Hunvinc, Tom, Bedminster, Warehouse Foreman Bristol 
Pet Oct 80 Ord Nov 2 

Hart, Enyust Joseru, » Sater Bridges, Lanes, Accountant 
Warrington Pet Sept 23 Ord Nov 2 

Hemsvrn, ALFRED, Great Russell a3 Bloomsbury, Cigar 
Merchant High Court Fags 2 Ord Oct 81 


Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 
Howtianp. Tuomas Hesry, a. Furniture Dealer 
Easibourne Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 
Hotmes Ravpn Purtuires, Birstall. Yorks, Tal'ow Chandler 
Vewsbury Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 
Homes, Tuomas, Felix st, Hackney - High Court Pet 
H hg x. Octingsto Bf u, Grocer Kingston 
‘onto, Betsy, Kingston upon Hu’ 
upon Hull Pet Oct 31 Ord O2t 3 
Jonzs, Wit.iam, Aberdare, Tailor a berdare Pet Oct 31 
Ord Oct 31 


Mears, Henry. and Pa Ge. Charlwood, Farmers 
Croydon Pet Oct2?2 Ord Nov 


Raprorp, Victorta Frances, Tones, Devon, Milliner 
er PetNov1 Ord Novi - 

oe ac, Shoreditch, mae Merchant 

- wn Ord Oct 3 ees 

BERT DWIN ON DER, Bognor, 2 Agent 

hton Pet Oct10 Ord Oct 8 4 


Hitt, Joux Castyoy, Frinton on Sea, Essex, House 
Decorator Colchester 





| RETcHKOWITCH, 
Court 


Sanu, 


Senior, Tom Witure Litriewoop. Hemsworth, Yorks, 
Newsagent Wakefield Pet Novi Ord Nov 1 


Pet 
Pet Nov1 ne 


8r: , Fr Builder Li Pet 
"Son =m ierepod, iverpool 


Srratrorp, apo. Boge Retest, Coal Merchant 
Rochester Gra N 


Tuomas, mtn oo poe tl Ass‘stant Scbo>l- 
master Aberda-e Pet Nov1 Ord Nori 

Tuompson, Grorce, Lawrence In, » eames Agent High 
Court’ Pet July 37 Ord Nov 

Vaw Pets, Bmanvet, Mrnsoo~by st, Spita' fields, Cl sthier 
High Vourt Pet Aug8 Ord Oct 81 

Wasxer, Ricnarp, Coleman st, Accoun'ant High Court 


Pet aug13 Ord Nov 2 








NOW READY. 
58th Year of Publication 


THE 


SOLICITORS 
DIARY, 


ALMANAC, 
LEGAL DIGEST, & DIRECTORY 








This old- established and important | 
Aunual is now universally recognized 
as the most useful 


LEGAL AND COMPREHENSIVE DIARY 
ever published. 


Prices, 3s. 6d., 58. 6s., & 85. 6d., 


to Diary Space and Binding; and in the 5s., 6s., 

. 6d. Editions there will be the additional features 

of a PAGED DIARY and an INDEX to same, and the 

fs. 6d. Edition is now arranged with each day’s Diary com- 
mencing on the p tystiand side of the opening. 


WATERLOW & SONS, I 


LIMITED, 
LONDON WALL, LONDON. 


REEVES & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS AND PUBLISHERS. 
Libraries Valued o or Pui 


4 Large Stock of Second-hand ian a and Text-books 
always on Sale. 


100, CHANCERY LANE & CAREY STREET. 


@ SOME CHEAP REPORTS. -@ 
Law Rerorrs (Tux), 1876 to 1900, inclusive and complete, 

with Statutes, 204 vols.; half-calf and half-moroceo A 

nice set, | with Bt 








dust 





Law Journ — 1839 to 1896, with Statutes, &o.; 


_™ vols., half-calf, sound condition. 
1868 to 1896, with Statates, &c.; 114 vols , half-ca'f, 
“hit condition (no Ligests). £28. 


WiInDe 2 Sons, | 


lancotw’s-rnw Ancuway, Carny-staert, Lonpow, W.C. | 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by authority) and | 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
a 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 


'ENRY GREEN, Advertisement « 
Sapte ang g A attention of the Legal 


tages of xperience of up —~ of 
ty eran special ination ef aioe of Lees: femme notices, 
enn he pea solicits their contin’ 
os Gratis, for Statutory —- to Greditere aad L Die: 
re tion, 
ta and file of “London 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 


NEEDS HELP. 
J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 
R. C. SPURLING, M.A., B.O.L. (Oxford 
First Class Honours. late Scholar o: f Christ Chi 
Editor of ad ,Bleventh Edition of “Smith’s Manual of 
Common Law,” Barrister-at-Law, continues to PREPARE 
he Law Examinations Day, 
up) "Daiverity Bus sgt ote ae see (all ee sent 
« obtaining « — 
Address, 11, New-court, Carey-street, W.C. 








O-— seeks Situation ; several years’ 
Co: d eral rt; 
good references." F..” Ko Ne yn 


Wee Young Solicitor to assist in in 
it 
Legal 4 Work ; here om: oF Te- 


27, Chancery-lane, W. 


XECUTORSHIP and - PRUSTEES’ 

COUNTS.— Assistance Offered by Experienced 

ple in Writing > ee Books an Cmere 8tate- 

| Hoosen Eg -y by —H. R, N., care of 
Wy 


© SOLICITORS and Others. —To be Let, 
Two or Four spacious, well-lighted Offices on the 

















Second Floor of 50, Finsbury-square—Apply to Mr. 


| Soaneneoee the same address. 
ARTNERSHIP. —Wanted, Bh . Partner for ry 
General Practice in Cairo and Alexandria, established 
fourteen years; suitable to a beginner or gentleman in 
delicate health, barrister or solicitor; price required for 
half share £300, or wou'd sell Alexandri« branch outright 
for same sum *_apply to Lex, care of Lowe & Co, 2, 
Temple-gardens, . B.C, 


AW.—Wanted, thoroughly competent Bill 
ogg and Cashier.— Address, E. E, care of J. W. 
icholas-lane, E. 


ASHIER and BOOK- KEEPER Wanted 

by Solicitor in the City; one with vious ex- 

| perience in a office preferred, though this is not 

| esvential. —A ddress, B., care of Waterlow Bros. & 

| Layton, Limited, Birchin-lnae E.C., stating full particulars 
to experience, salary, &c 


oT hg my AUBERT Introduces Daily and 





Australasia ; 
| tional Homes jed.—141, a, 





‘The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


£70. | 
; 104 vols., full 


BY Seteas. AUTHORITY 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


The BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use. 
Sart Cerriricatss, Spapeeen, Se = me and 
printed. Orricia. Sra.s designed 
Solicitors’ penne — 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 
49, FLEET STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner of 
jeants’ Inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5a, 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts, 


| By FaanoisJ.Gaxen, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. | 





NOW READY. 


LEGAL DIARY 
ALMANAC 


1902. 


CONTAINING 


Complete Legal Directory 


England and Wates. 


List of Counsel, Solicitors, Commis- 
sioners for Oaths, and Law Agents 
acting for Foreign Parts. 


Recognized everywhere as the Best and 
Most Comprehensive Diary for Solicitors 
and Barristers. 





Prices: 3s. 6d., 5s., Gs., and Ss, 64., 
according to Diary Space. 


WATERLOW BROS. & LAYTON, LIM., 


24 & 25, BIRCHIN LANE, E.C. 





Now ready, price 3s. 6d. net. 
FIRST ELEMENTS of PROCEDURE. 


By T. BATY, Barrister-at-Law. 
“We would heartily recommend the book to the notice 
of all persons a to = with the Far BE 
eteed t — the fect year’s Minan) inetrestion™ 
in 
- ” Irish Law Times. 


Lospox: EFFINGHAM WILSON, Rorat Excnayes. 





HAMILTON HOUSE, Victoria Embank- 


ment (corner of venue). 


TO BE LBT, 
of Pablic Arbitra- 
be ees ~~ 2 
A LIGHT and SPACIOUS HALL 
(with Board Room ia connection), 
Accommodating from 250 to 300 persona, Also 
SMALLER ROOMS for similar purposes. 
Also, on Lease, 
TWO SUITES of Offices cn Ground Floor. 
Apply to 
me Reer as ee 


CAPitaL City Offices to be L-t, from £50 
to £40.—Szance & Hares, Paternoster House, B.C. 








40 


Nov. 9, 1901, 





SPROIAL nomic w CIGARETTE -CONNOISSBURS. 


atatatatas 


TRADE MARK 


&, ” 
Cigarettes. 
Acknowledged by the whole Legal Profession to be 
the FINEST CIGARETTE ever produced, 


The “*LEGAL” Ceeciion are anti rolled by hand by 

the most enced Cigarette makers. The Tobacco is 

most carefully blended to suit the taste of the best con- 
noisseurs, and are sold in three different kinds :— 


SPECIAL EGYPTIAN rhe ps for 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 
or . 

EGYPTIAN BLEND No. hay 1/- for 18; 2/9 for 50; 

STRAIGHT CUT VIRGINIA Bd ‘co “for 20; 1/9 for 50; 


One of each of the “* Legal” sabe will be sent post-free on 
receipt of name and address. Apply to— 
L. 


FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. _ 


NENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 

26 PALL MALL, LONDON, &8.W. 

(Removep rrom 5 WHITEHA TAs ) 


Established —~ and further empowered by Special Act of 
liament, 14 & 15 Vict. c. 130, 


Share iat Debenture Capital - £619,870. 


Reversions Purchased on favourable terms. Loans on 
Reversions made either at annual interest or for deferred 
charges. Policies 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 


INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1835. OAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
H. CLAYTON, Joint 
FP. H. CLAYTON. } Secretaries. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 


CHAIBMAN : 
Sir HENRY WALDEMAR LAWRENCE, 
2, Mitre-court-buildings, Temple, E.C, 


Prompt and Liberal Advan eee to Paschese, Build, or 
Improve Freehold, Leasehold, or my te Property. 
Interest for Loans Reduced to to 43 per Cent. 
Preference Shares £10 each ; Interest ad - Cent. 
Deposite received at 8, 9}, and 4 per Cen 


Prospectus free of 
FREDERICK LONG, Manager. — 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


(Estaziisuzspvd 18323), 
Purchase Interests in Real and Personal 
Property, and Life and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, £637,225. 
The ae has moved from 17, age semegens to 
. CO LEMAN 3 STREET 





No. 











Bakt., 


Bpecial Advantages to Private Insurers, 
THE IMPERIAL onysveance company 
uuarep. FIRE. 
Established 1903, 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., 22, Pall Mall, 8.W., and 47, 
lane, W.C 


Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up £300,000. 
Total otal Funds over £ 1,500,000. 


- PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


W. P. THOMPSON & CcoO., 
322, High Holborn, W.O. 


(and at Livesroot, Mancuesren, acd Bremimonan), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vincia and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Representatives in all Capitals, 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


-aasieneneeeanessenien 





“EUXESIS.” 


A DELIGHTFUL SHAVE 
WITHOUT SOAP, WATER, OR BRUSH. 
A tube of A. S. Lloyd’s Euxesis and a razor 





being the only necessaries. It softens the 
stiffest beard and leaves the skin smooth and 
free from irritation. The genuine Euxesis 
bears signature A. S. Lloyd in black and 
Aimée Lloyd in red ink. Observe this in 
buying at Chemists or Perfumery Stores. 
Sent post-free for 1s. 6d. by AIMEE LLOYD 
& CO., 3, Spur-street, Leicester-square, 
London, W. c. 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs. 





PLAS-~ YN-DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 

For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Classes only. 


Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 


References— 
Dr. Gzo. Savace, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, London. 
Dr. D. Ferrier, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
DOr. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply | to 
. & D. HOGG, 
Medical Superintendent. 








THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 


For the Treatment and Care of Gentlemen suffering from 

Inebriety and Abuse of Drugs. Healthy employment and 

orksh poultry farm, ots, = cricket, 

tennis, billiards, &c. Nine acres of Grounds. Electric light 

throughout. Terms 1} to 2} Guineas weekly. No Extras. 
Apply to Resipent MzepioaL SUPERINTENDENT. 








INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: J. se gt NEALE, M.B., 
M.B.C.P. Lond. Principal : H. RILEY, ‘Aseoe. Soc. 
Study of pede ae oar Experience. Excellent 
rm fol References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss LEY. or the Principal. 





teri Ab 








ESTABLISHED 1861. 
, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
" OUBRENT ACCOUNTS. 
2 *| on the minimum monthly balances, 
° 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNTS. 
o} | on Deposite, repayable on demand. ot 
2 lo 2 jo 
STOCES AND SHARES, 
Shares purchased 
The BIRKBECK ALMANACK, with full particulars, 
post-free FRANCIS BAVENSCROPFT, Manager. 
Telephone No. 6 Housory. 
Telegraphic Address : " Binkeck, Loxpor. ed 


BIRKBECK BANK, 
when not drawn below £100. 
Stocks and and sold for customers. 


JATENTS.—Mr. F. W. GOLBY, ALME., 
M.8.A., Patent Agent (late of H.M. "Patent Offices 
26, Chancery-lane, W. re > 
tained and effected in all parte ot 
W orld. conducted. Opinions and 
as to nov 








SHORTHAND AN D ND TYPEWRITING. 


TREADWELL & WRIGHT, 


I. of 8.W., N.U.T., 
33 CHANCERY LANE, W.O. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL SHORTHAND WRITER 
AND TYPISTS. 
EsTaBLisHED 1845. 
The eee | Bae appointed by the Court in Publis 
ations under the 
ae Acts. 
Legal and General Verbatim and Condensed Re 


All kinds of Legal, Literary, and General Copying 
Competent Clerks for Emergencies and 


Rooms and Clerks for service of Clients on the premizg, 
Country orders returned same day if required, 





Telephone: 602 Holbora, 


EDE AND SON 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 


ROBE 
MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENTS 
To H.M. THE KING and H.M. THE QUEEN, 
Robe Makers to the Lord Chancellor and Judges. 


ROBES FOR KING’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
COURT SUITS IN CLOTH AND VELVET. 


Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
Clerks of the Peace, and Coroners. 


CORPORATION AND UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 


BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS 
ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e, 


Of all Chemists and Grocers. 








BRAND & CO., LTD., MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS, VAUXHALL, LONDON, 8.W. 





THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


Errss 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST—SUPPER. 


——_ 


8. FISHER, 188, Straz 





